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INTERSTATE 880 (700 LOS ESTEROS ROAD, APN: 015-31-024+).

RECOMMENDATION

In three separate actions, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-2 (Commissioners Abelite and Bit-
Badal absent) to:

1) Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report for the San Jos4/Santa Clara Water
Pollution Control Plant Master Plan,

2)

3)

Recommend City Council adopt the Plant Master Plan, and

Recommend City Council approve a General Plan Amendment to change the Envision
San Jos4 2040 General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram designation of a 308-acre
portion of the water Pollution Control Plant from Public/Quasi-Public to Industrial Park
(81 acres), Light Industrial (31 acres), Neighborhood Community Commercial (5 acres),
Combined Industrial/Commercial (11 acres), and Open Space, Parklands and Habitat
(180 acres); and align the future Nortech Parkway extension south of the Open Space
designation.
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OUTCOME

Should the City Council adopt the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), adopt the Plant Master
Plan (PMP), and approve the General Plan Amendment (GPA), the City would be able to move
forward with the implementation of the Plant Master Plan, which includes improvement projects
to reduce odors, accommodate projected population growth in the service area, comply with
changing regulations affecting the Facility, and establishes a comprehensive land useplan for the
entire project site, which includes the operational facilities and the surrounding buffer lands.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On October 30, 2013, the Planning Commission heard three agend~ items related to the Plant
Master Plan (Certify the EIR for the Plant Master Plan and the General Plan Amendment,
Recommend City Council adopt the Plant Master Plan, and Recommend City Council approve
the General Plan Amendment). Approximately 17 members of the public spoke at the public
hearing. The majority were in opposition to the development of the Facility bufferlands for uses
other than Facility wastewater processing infrastructure improvements. Many of those in
opposition to the project also asserted that the EIR for the Plant Master Plan did not adequately
address a number of issues, including: impacts to Burrowing Owls, Flooding and Sea-Level Rise,
Liquefaction Risk and Seismic Hazards, Water Supply and Sea Water Intrusion, Deferral of
Analysis, Inadequate Greenhouse Gas Mitigation, Inadequate Range of Alternatives in the EIR,
and Failure to Adequately Analyze Odor Impacts. Planning staff and consultants responded to
the concerns and maintained that the issues are adequately addressed in the Final EIR for the
project.

In three separate actions, the Planning Commission voted 5-0-2 (Commissioners Abelite and Bit-
Badal absent) to Certify the EIR, Recommend City Council adopt the Plant Master Plan, and
Recommend City Council approve the General Plan Amendment.

BACKGROUND

On October 30, 2013, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the proposed
EIR, Treatment Plant Master Plan, and General Plan Amendment. The Director of Planning,
Building and Code Enforcement recommended that the Planning Commission certify the Final
EIR as complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
recommend to the City Council adoption of the Master Plan and approval of the General Plan
Amendment for the reasons stated in the attached staff report.

Planning staff presented staff’s recommendation to certify the Final EIR and approve the General
Plan Amendment and Environmental Services Department (ESD) staff on behalf of ESD as the
project applicant presented staff’ s recommendation to adopt the Plant Master Plan. After the
presentations, the three items were discussed concurrently throughout the public testimony and
the remainder of the hearing.
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Public Outreach
In addition to the multiyear community engagement process described in the staff report for the
Plant Master Plan, the property owners and occupants within a 1,000-foot radius and the
community of Alviso were sent public hearing notices for the Planning Commission and City
Council hearings. The project staff reports have been posted on the City’s web site. Staff has
been available to discuss the proposal with interested members of the public.

ANALYSIS

The following analysis pertains to issues raised and the responses given during the Planning
Commission hearing. In large part, the issues were previously raised during the comment period
for the Draft EIR and comprehensive responses were provided in the First Amendment to the
Draft EIR. A Planning Division staff report providing analysis of the Final EIR and the proposed
General Plan Amendment and a memorandum from the Director of the Environmental Services
Department (ESD) discussing the Plant Master Plan (PMP) and the Staff Modified Alternative 4
were provided to the Planning Commission and are attached to this memorandum.

As discussion of the three separate Planning Commission agenda items for the Plant Master Plan
(certification of the Final EIR, recommendation to City Council to adopt the PMP, and
recommendation to Council to approve the General Plan Amendment) was conducted together,
the comments and issues raised during the hearing often covered more than one of the agenda
items. For that reason, this section is organized by discussion topic (e.g., impacts to burrowing
owls or flooding and sea-level rise) followed by the responses provided at the hearing on the
given topic.

Approximately 17 members of the public spoke at the public hearing. The majority of the
speakers were in opposition to the development of the Facility bufferlands for uses other than
Facility wastewater processing infrastructure improvements. Numerous speakers expressed
strong preference that the bufferlands be preserved as open space and as wildlife habitat for the
burrowing owl. Concerns were expressed regarding the feasibility of development in this area
due to flooding and liquefaction risks. Concern was also expressed that development on the
bufferlands was contrary to the City’s General Plan policies to direct growth towards developed
areas that have existing City services. One speaker was in support of the implementation of
economic development uses, specifically light manufacturing and industrial uses on the southern
bufferlands.

Key concerns expressed during the hearing are as follows and are further discussed below:
1. Impacts to Burrowing Owls
2. Flooding and Sea-Level Rise
3. Liquefaction Risk and Seismic Hazards
4. Water Supply and Sea Water Intrusion
5. Deferral of Analysis
6. Inadequate Greenhouse Gas Mitigation
7. Inadequate Range of Alternatives in the EIR
8. Failure to Adequately Analyze Odor Impacts
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1. Impacts to Burrowing Owls
Several commentators stated that the build out of the PMP as shown in the ESD Staff Modified
Alternative 4 would ensure that the burrowing owl conservation strategy (part of the Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Plan) would fail, stating that the Regional Wastewater Facility (Facility) lands
currently support one of the only remaining populations of burrowing owls in Santa Clara
County. Commentators also stated that the Facility lands are important because they would
provide the source population for the rest of Northern San Jose once the Santa Clara Valley
Habitat Agency is able to purchase new burrowing owl lands under the Habitat Plan, .and without
the source population the burrowing owl conservation strategy would not be successful.

Commissioner Cahan questioned whether the City could permit development of areas proposed
as burrowing owl conservation areas in the Habitat Plan and questioned why the EIR states that
only three acres of burrowing owl habitat would be set aside and placed under an easement when
the PMP states that 180 acres would be set aside as a burrowing owl area. Furthermore,
Commissioner Cahan expressed concern that, without permanent protections in place for the 177
acres, there is a risk that the City would change its mind later and not use the 177 acres as
burrowing owl habitat. Commissioner Cahan also questioned whether the other impacts (other
than the 0.9 acres) were analyzed in the EIR and why mitigation was not outlined for those
impacts. Commissioner Cahan was concerned that there is not a sufficient commitment to set
aside the 180 acres for owls.

Several commentators requested that the Nortech Parkway extension be removed from the
Master Plan, citing impacts to the proposed Burrowing Owl area. Commentators noted that roads
are bad for wildlife and by placing the road through the habitat area there would be increased
vehicle strikes of burrowing owls.

Commissioner Cahan recommended City Council direct development of the economic
development l~ind uses in the Plant Master Plan start on the east side of Zanker first and that
there be triggers for economic development tied to the success of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Plan burrowing owl management program.

Commissioner O’Halloran noted the City is participating in the Habitat Plan in order to
implement the General Plan. As the Envision 2040 Gen(ral Plan, which includes job growth
capacity for the Facility’s bufferland area to support future.expansion of employment uses, is a
covered activity under the Habitat Plan, the Habitat Plan should not be used as a means to
disallow General Plan implementation.

Responses
Staff and environmental consultants acknowledged that Facility lands would be important to the
success of the Habitat Plan"s burrowing owl conservation strategy but clarified that the
burrowing owl conservation strategy does not explicitly rely upon Facility lands for its success
and confirmed that the Final EIR accurately acknowledges that Plant lands support one of the
only remaining burrowing owl populations in Santa Clara County. Activities contemplated in the
PMP that are inside of the Habitat Plan study area (e.g., the economic development land uses)
are considered covered activities in the Habitat Plan and are not in conflict with the Habitat Plan.
While the Habitat Plan denotes Plant lands as an important area for burrowing owls in Santa
Clara County it does not state that the area must be purchased as mitigation land in order for the
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burrowing owl conservation strategy to succeed. The Habitat Plancontemplates development in
the bufferlands and is designed to mitigate those impacts.

Staff clarified that of the 180 acre burrowing owl management area included in the PMP, three
acres will serve as burrowing owl mitigation for the 0.9 acres of impact from proj ect-level
elements of the PMP that would occur on a part of the Facility site that is outside of the Habitat
Plan boundary. The remaining 177 acres of the 180 acre burrowing owl management area would
be designated as burrowing owl area, consistent with the goals of the PMP. It is not necessary to
use the 177 acres as a burrowing owl mitigation area, as the City has the option to pay a
burrowing owl conservation fee through the Habitat Plan as mitigation. The other PMP elements
that could have an impact on burrowing owl habitat were analyzed in the EIR at a program-level
and mitigation was outlined as payment of the fee through the Habitat Plan or by developing an
equivalent conservation program should the validity of the Habitat Plan be successfully
challenged in court and overturned.

Staff and consultants agreed that roads are not ideal for wildlife but that the analysis correctly
concludes that the roadway through the Burrowing Owl area would not preclude owls using that
habitat on the north and south side of the new roadway. Staff restated information provided in
the EIR regarding burrowing owls using habitat near roads in the north San Jose Area. Staff also
cited other examples of roadways in and around Plant lands (e.g., Zanker Road and Disc Drive)
that bisect existing burrowing owl habitat. Staff clarified that Nortech Parkway was analyzed at a
program level in the EIR and would be analyzed .further at a project-level once a proposal is
made. That analysis would tier off of the EIR. Staff confirmed that mitigation was not identified
in the EIR for impacts from loss of habitat from the roadway but those impacts would be
analyzed once the final location of the roadway is determined.

Staff clarified that several other sites in the region support active populations, with the Facility
lands hosting a population of six documented nesting pairs during the 2013 breeding season, up
from two pairs in 2012.

Staff noted that changing the Envision 2040 General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram
Designation from Public/Quasi Public to Open Space, Parklands and Habitat, as proposed in the
staff recommendation for the General Plan Amendment would help to preserve the 180 acre
burrowing owl management area.

2. Flooding and Sea-Level Rise
There were a number of comments about flood risk and sea level rise from Commissioners
Kamkar and Cahan and other public speakers. The comments addressed the EIR analysis as well
as features of the Plant Master Plan. Comments pertinent to the EIR analysis included concerns
regarding construction within an area subject to flooding, whether the EIR had considered the
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) new guidelines, whether placement of fill
on the project site would exacerbate flooding in other areas (e.g., Alviso), due to back-to-back
storm events, and how sea level rise would worsen flood hazards at the site.

Commentators asserted that the proposed "Flex Space" located east of Zanker in the Staff
Modified Alternative 4 should remain undeveloped so that it may remain as open space and
habitat and also serve as a flood control area. Commentators also stated that the Flex Space
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should remain undeveloped and that the Envision 2040 General Plan Land Use / Transportation
Diagram Designation for the Flex Space area should be changed from Public/Quasi Public to
Open Space, Parklands, and Habitat.

Responses
Staff and the consultants indicated that the EIR did consider flood hazards at the site, identified
the flood control provisions that would be implemented, either through the proposed South San
Francisco Bay Shoreline Study levee or, in the event that the levee is delayed, through the City’s
flood proofing standards (with reference made to page 4.3-6 in the First Amendment) for any
individual PMP components implemented prior to construction of the levee. A master response
on the proposed levee was included in the EIR, which indicates that the levee, to be implemented
in partnership with other agencies through the South Bay Shoreline project, would be designed to
provide protection for the 100~year coastal flood event through the 50-year planning period of
analysis under all sea level rise scenarios considered in the South Bay Shoreline Study. The issue
of the displacement of flood waters (potentially leading to flooding in other areas) is addressed in
the EIR, which indicates that parts of the project area lie within the 100-year floodplain but not
within a floodway. Therefore, any fill in this area would not affect the FEMA-projected flood
levels. Through project design features, the hazards of sea level rise on the proposed elements of
the project would be addressed in a manner consistent with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
approach or an alternative strategy.

With respect to the characteristics of the Master Plan, commentators suggested that lands such as
the Flex Space area be retained for flood control, that habitat and flood protection represent the
highest and best use of the site, that the area be used to alleviate flooding, and that restoration of
the Coyote Creek Delta would be helpful in preventing flooding. Staff responded that the Flex
Space would retain its Public/Quasi-Public General Plan designation, signifying the important
role of the drying beds and future transition of that area for other Treatment Plant needs. The
term Flex Space is intended to provide future flexibility to the Treatment Plant and its land
management needs.

A commentator asserted that there are more appropriate areas in San Jos~ for densification that
the Plant Master Plan project area and that the City should not pursue development in flood
plains. Office of Economic Development staff responded that in comparison to the proposed
project site, there are few if any other areas in San Jos~ that could provide this quantity of
contiguous acreage suitable for light manufacturing and in a highly desired location near major
highways.

In response to comments that the area designated as Flex Space should be preserved as open
space and habitat and concern that economic development land uses could be located there in the
future, Staff stated that subsequent environmental analysis would be necessary before it could be
determined whether economic development land uses could be located in the area designated as
Flex Space.

3. Liquefaction Risk and Seismic Hazards
Commissioner Kamkar and public speakers expressed concern that the site is highly susceptible
to liquefaction and seismic hazards.
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Responses
Staff and consultants indicated that adverse effects associated with liquefaction and seismic
hazards are addressed in the EIR (with reference made to DEIR pages 4.8-22 and 4.8-23). All
projects in California including the PMP components are subject to the California.Building "
Code, which establishes the standards whereby engineers can safely design and build structures
to address liquefaction and other soil instabilities.

4. Water Supply and Sea Water Intrusion
Commissioner Kamkar and other speakers raised comments on the proj ect’s need for water
supplies, the inadequacy of those supplies and potential seawater intrusion associated with
developing new wells in the area.

Responses
In response, staff and consultants indicated that the EIR evaluates potential adverse effects
associated with increased water demand of proposed economic development (see Utilities
section of EIR). The EIR discloses that this impact is significant and unavoidable based on
inadequate supplies. The EIR relies on the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) completed for the
General Plan. Once a developer comes along with a specific proposal and if it meets the
requirement for conducting a WSA, this assessment will be conducted and water purveyors will
reconsider adequacies of water supplies at that time. Staff and consultants also indicated that the
EIR addresses the issue of seawater intrusion from overpumping on page 4.13-17 of the First
Amendment.

The EIR evaluates potential adverse effects associated with increased water demand of proposed
economic development (with reference made to the Utilities section of EIR). The EIR discloses
that this impact is significant and unavoidable. The EIR relies on the WSA completed for the
General Plan. Once a developer has a specific proposal that is moredetailed and if it meets the
requirement for conducting a WSA, this assessment will likely be conducted. Water purveyors
would re-evaluate adequacies of water supplies as needed at that time.

5. Deferral of Analysis
Speakers indicated that the EIR improperly defers analyses to the future even though there is
enough information currently available to do more analysis now.

Responses
Staff and consultants indicated that the EIR includes analysis and disclosure of all foreseeable
impacts without engaging in speculation. The EIR identifies robust mitigation to address
foreseeable impacts. Some of the mitigation measures are more programmatic and the analysis
mirrors the level of detail with which the project has been defined at this point. The EIR
acknowledges that impacts associated with program-leve! components will be revisited in future
project-level environmental review, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

6. Inadequate Greenhouse Gas Mitigation
One commentator asserted that the EIR did not include adequate mitigation measures to reduce
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.
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Responses
Staff noted that the City has a GHG Reduction Strategy that provides compliance with Assembly
Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act, through 2020. After that time, the City’s
General Plan 2040 EIR indicates that this strategy would not achieve compliance with AB 32 but
prior to 2020 would allow projects in conformance with the 2040 General Plan to tier from the
GHG Reduction Strategy rather than provide separate quantified analysis of GHG emissions.

The Master Plan EIR tiers from the General Plan EIR accordingly; however, post 2020,
environmental review Would need to quantify the GHG impacts of the project. The EIR includes
mitigation measures that would reduce GHG impacts. These measures were drawn from the
City’s GHG Reduction Strategy.

7. Inadequate Range of Alternatives in the EIR
Commissioners Kamkar and O’Halloran and other public speakers questioned why the EIR did
not include an alternative that excluded economic development or only included the Treatment
Plant improvements while preserving significant open space. Commentators also stated that the
EIR fails to consider a range of alternatives that would reduce significant impacts to water
supply, greenhouse gas emissions, biological impacts, air quality impacts and inclusion of
discussion of the community risk reduction plan under Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD); indicating that economic development should occur elsewhere in San Jose
(in already developed areas, and potentially using existing vacated buildings). A commentator
also expressed preference for the Coyote Delta Alternative (dropped from the preferred project in
2011).

Responses
In response to the questions raised, staff and consultants indicated that the FEIR includes a
master response on alternatives, indicating how the EIR’s alternatives meet CEQA requirements
and try to address alternatives that reduce significant and unavoidable impacts of the project.
Regarding air quality issues, the EIR analysis (with reference made to Section 4.5) identifies
significant unavoidable impacts, largely due to nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions. Staff and
consultants tried to find an alternative that would reduce air quality impacts below the
significance threshold but this particular threshold (pounds per day of NOx) is stringent and
many p~oj ects have difficulty meeting this requirement. The EIR analysis conservatively
assumes the maximum number of projects that could be constructed at once and determined
lbs/day of NOx emissions. In order to meet BAAQMD’s NOx threshold, the City would need to
substantially prolong construction phases of individual projects and WPCP projects. The EIR
concludes that prolonging the construction period to reduce NOx impacts would be infeasible
and could worsen other impacts.

Staff also briefly summarized CEQA requirements in regard to presenting a reasonable range of
alternatives and that one of the tests is the feasibility of those alternatives. An alternative that is
not consistent with the City’s General Plan, such as an alternative that eliminates the 15,000 jobs
from the Master Plan area, can be considered infeasible under CEQA. After staff’s response,
Commissioner O’Halloran concurred that an alternative that excluded economic development
would be infeasible based on the General Plan jobs target for 15,000 jobs on Master Plan lands.
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8. Failure to Adequately Analyze Odor Impacts
Some commentators stated that the proposed economic development uses are not compatible
with the operation of the wastewater facility due to odor impacts.

Responses
Staff and consultants responded that the EIR does evaluate odor impacts in the air quality
chapter. The analysis is consistent with guidelines considering whether the project represents a
substantial source of odor relative to existing conditions. Staff and consultants also noted that
one of the proposed objectives of the Plant Master Plan is to reduce odors and the project
proposes changes in the management of the biosolids, which are a source of odor, and includes
odor control features for the headworks and primaries and for the specific uses proposed within
the biosolids management area. The air quality analysts for the EIR concluded that the
improvements would reduce odors relative to existing conditions and that the project would have
a less than significant impact in regard to odors.

Staff also indicated that when economic development land uses come forward as specific
development applications, they will be subject to subsequent CEQA review that will include
analysis of odor impacts. It is anticipated that many of the odor-reducing improvements for the
Facility will be in place prior to the implementation of economic development projects.

Planning Commission Actions

The first vote to certify the EIR failed (3-2-2, Commissioners Kamkar and Cahan opposed, and
Commissioners Bit-Badal and Abelite absent). Four affirmative votes are necessary for the
Planning Commission to take action under its bylaws. The Commission reconsidered the vote
and continued its discussion of the key issues described above. On a renewed motion after
further discussion, the vote to certify the EIR passed unanimously (5-0-2, Commissioners Bit-
Badal and Abelite absent).

A motion to recommend that the City Council approve the staff recommendation for the adoption
of the Plant Master Plan (PMP) passed unanimously with no additional discussion (5-0:2,
Commissioners Bit-Badal and Abelite absent).

The Commission discussed the General Plan Amendment (GPA) more extensively before voting
on a motion to approve staff recommendation. Commissioner Cahan opposed the extension of
Nortech Parkway. Commissioner Kamkar recommended limiting economic development to the
east side of Zanker only, but this was not accepted by the maker of the motion to approve staff
recommendation. Commissioner Cahan recommended City Council direct the initial
development of the economic development land uses to the east side of Zanker first and that the
Environmental Services Department (ESD) provide annual updates on burrowing owl
management and the Planning Commission agreed. Commissioner Cahan recommended
"triggers" for economic development tied to the success of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan
(Habitat Plan) burrowing owl management program and this was not included in the motion.
Commissioner Kamkar made a friendly amendment to move the Nortech Parkway expansion
south of the proposed Open Space, Parklands and Habitat area, which was accepted. The motion
to approve staff recommendation, with the recommended change to the location of the future
Nortech Parkway, passed unanimously (5-0-2, Commissioners Bit-Badal and Abelite absent).
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The Planning Commission also included in this motion a request to note to the City Council a
suggestion that economic development occur on the east side of Zanker Road first.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

If Council approved this package of items, the City will be able to begin to implement the
Treatment Plant Master Plan.

Implementation of the economic development land uses, the new roads to serve those land uses,
and other elements related to wastewater processing infrastructure improvements that were
reviewed at a program-level in the EIR will be subject to subsequent project-level review in
accordance with CEQA. Additionally, development of the economic land uses will require the
submittal of development permit applications with the Planning Division.

POLICY ALTERNATIVES

The analysis of alternatives can be found in the memorandum from the Director of
Environmental Services, attached.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criteria 1: Requires Council action on the use of public funds equal to $1,000,000 or
greater. (Required: Website Posting)

Criteria 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City. (Required: E-
mail and Website Posting)

Criteria 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing
that may have impacts to community services and have been identified by staff, Council or
a Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

Although this item does not meet any of the above criteria, staff followed Council Policy 6-30:
Public Outreach Policy. A notice of the public hearing was distributed to the owners and tenants
of all properties located within 1,000 feet of the project site and to the community of Alvis0 and
posted on the City website In addition, the muti@ear Treatment Master Plan process included
robust community engagement as described in the memorandum from the Director of
Environmental Services, attached.
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COORDINATION

This project was coordinated with the Environmental Services Department and the City
Attorney’s Office.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT

This amendment has been evaluated for its consistency with the Envision San Jose 2040 General
Plan as further discussed in attached staff report.

CEQA

The environmental impacts of this project were addressed by an Environmental Impact Report
entitled "San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plan Master Plan" ("Master Plan EIR" or
"Final EIR"), which was certified by the City of San Jos~ Planning Commission on October 30,
2013. The Master Plan EIR serves as both a program and a project EIR for the Master Plan, as is
described in the staff report on the EIR.

The Draft EIR for the Master Plan was circulated for public review from January 11, 2013
through March 13, 2013, which included the 45 day public circulation required by CEQA and a
15 day extension requested by ESD staff to allow additional opportunity for public input. The
10-day circulation period for the First Amendment to the DEIR, which contains written

¯ responses to all comments made on the DEIR during the review period, began on October 18,
2013. The First Amendment, taken together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR. The
DEIR and the First Amendment to the DEIR are available for review on the Planning Division
website at: http://www.sanioseca.gov/index.aspx?nid=2434.

/s/
JOSEPH HORWEDEL, SECRETARY
Planning Commission

For questions please contact Bill Roth, Project Manager at 408-535-7837.

Attachments:
1. EIR Certification and General Plan Amendment Staff Report
2. Plant Master Plan Adoption Memo
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FILE NO.: PPll-043 & GP13-020 Submitted: October 17, 2013

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

General Plan Amendment to change the Land
Use/Transportation Diagram designation of a
308-acre portion of an approximately 2,680
gross acre site from Public/Quasi Public to
Industrial Park (81 acres), Light Industrial
¯ (31 acres), Neighborhood/Community
Commercial (5 acres), Combined
Industrial/Commercial (11 acres), and Open
Space, Parklands and Habitat (180 acres).

LOCATION:

Southern end of the San Francisco Bay within
the northernmost portion of the City,
immediately north of State Route 237, west of
Interstate 880 (700 Los Esteros Road, APNs:
015-30-098, 015-31-061,015-3i-062,
015-31-063).

Existing General Public/Quasi Public
Plan
Proposed General Industrial Park; Light
Plan Industrial; Open Space,

Parklands and Habitat;
Neighborhood/Community
Commercial; Combined
Industrial/Commercial

Zoning A Agricultural, HI Heavy
Industrial, IP Industrial Park,
LI Light Industrial, PD
Planned Development, R- 1-8
Single-Family Residence, R-M
Multiple Residence,

Proposed Zoning NA
Council District 4
Annexation Date March 12, 1968

(Alviso Consolidation),
September 11, 1958 (Lick
No_3-A, June 22, 1972 (Lick
No_5-A), February 23, 1962
(Lick No_6), July 22, 1971
(LickNo_10), March 7, 1978
(Lick No_17), February 10,
1955 (North San Jos~ Nor3),

Historic Resource NA
Specific Plan Alviso Master Plan
Project Manager Bill Roth
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RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission certify the Final Environmental Impact Report
and recommend that the City Council approve the General Plan Amendment for the following reasons:

1. The Final Environmental hnpact Report for the San Josd-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility
Master Plan and General Plan Amendment ("Final EIR") was completed in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and state and local guidelines implementing
the Act (collectively "CEQA");

2. The proposed General Plan Amendmentis consistent with the goals and policies of the Envision San
Josd 2040 General Plan ("General Plan");

6

o

The proposed General Plan Amendment implements the land uses envisioned for the southern buffer
lands in the General Plan and the proposed San Josd-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility Master
Plan;
The proposed General Plan Amendment is compatible with the existing and surrounding land uses;
and

5. The proposed General Plan Amendment conforms to the requirements of CEQA.

BACKGROUND & DESCRIPTION

This staff report provides discussion and analysis for the certification of a Final EIR for the San Jos6-
Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility Master Plan ("Master Plan" or "Plant Master Plan") and the
consideration of a General Plan Amendment request to indicate land use designations consistent with the
uses identified in the Master Plan. A brief description of the Master Plan is provided in this report;
however, detailed discussion and analysis is provided separately in a City of San Jos6 Environmental
Services Department (ESD) staff report on the Master Plan.

The following, sequence of actions by Planning Commission and City Council would implement the
Master Plan:

Planning Comlnission

1. Certify the Final EIR

2. Recommend City Council Adopt the Master Plan

3. Recommend City Council Approve the General Plan Amendment

Ci_ty Council

4. Certify and Adopt the Final EIR

5. Adopt the Master Plan "

6. Approve the General Plan Amendment

San Jos~-Santa clara Regional Wastewater Facility Master Plan

The San Jos~-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility ("Facility"), formerly lcnown as the San
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant ("WPCP"), serves approximately 1.4 million residents and
about 17,000 main commercial/industrial sewer connections in the cities of San Josd, Santa Clara,
Milpitas, Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga. The City of San Josd and the
City of Santa Clara co-own the Facility. Pursuant to the Master Agreement between the Cities of San Jos~
and Santa Clara, the City of San Josd manages the Facility and the surrounding lands, which together total
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approximately 2,680 acres. While the Facility has successfully served the .comlnunity for 57 years, aging
pipes, pumps, concrete, and electrical systems need immediate and long-range attention in order to
continue those successful operations well into the future. Development of a Master Plan for the Facility
was initiated after a 2007 study identified the need for $1 billion in facility repair and replacement, and
recommended the development of a Master Plan.

With extensive community outreach and engagement, the City of San Jos~, the City of Santa Clara, and
tributary agencies undertook a master planning process to achieve various operational, economical,
recreational, and environmental goals in coordination with other key planning efforts. The resulting
Master Plan provides a central planning document to guide changes and improvelnents to the Facility’s
infrastructure, operations, and land uses over the next 30 years (through the year 2040).

Sustainability is the overarching theme of the Master Plan, reflecting its importance to the City of San
Jos6, City of Santa Clara, and the tributary agencies. The Master Plan has four main goals developed
based on the principles of sustainability:

o Operational: Result in a reliable, flexible plant that can respond to changing conditions

o Economical: Maximize economic benefits for customers through cost-effective options

~ Environmental: Improve habitat and minimize impacts to the local and global environment

~ Social: Maximize community benefits through improved aesthetics and recreational uses

The implementation of the Master Plan is intended to create a variety of environmental and community
benefits:

Odor Control. Proposed improvements to the Headworks, Primary, and Biosolids processes would
reduce odors emanating from the WPCP; reducing odors would primarily benefit downwind
receptors: individuals working, shopping, and living east-southeast of the Plant, within the City of
Milpitas and portions of north San Jos~, including the project site.

hnprovements to Water Quality through Secondary Filtration and Disinfection Processes.
Proposed improvements to these processes, once required, would improve the quality of
discharges to San Francisco Bay relative to existing conditions by enhancing removal of
constituents associated with adverse effects on aquatic life, and would reduce energy inputs and
improve the quality of recycled water.

Increased Reliability in Plant Operations. Proposed operational improvements and flood control
measures to protect the Plant’s essential infrastructure are intended to ensure long-term operational
reliability in a cost-effective manner. This would benefit the communities that rely on it to provide
wastewater treatment and supply recycled water, as well as individual rate payers. The proposed
operational improvements would also create a better, safer work environment for the employees
that operate the Plant.

Upland, Wetland and Riparian and Aquatic Habitat. Proposed preservation, restoration, and/or
creation of upland, wetland, riparian and aquatic habitat would support state and national efforts to
protect threatened and endangered species, and would support regional efforts to protect and
preserve habitat and animal corridors. In addition, and as described below, proposed trails would
provide public access to portions of these improved habitat areas as we!l as the nature museum and
recreational facilities.

Economic Development. The development of commercial and light industrial uses within the
Master Plan planning area would benefit the City of San Josd and its tributary agencies by
assisting in meeting City goals to, become a leader in Clean Technology, creating jobs for
residents, and supporting the regional economy. The leasing of Plan’t lands for development could
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also benefit rate payers by generating a supplemental revenue stream to offset some of the Plant’s
operatin~ costs.

Recreation. The proposed community park, sports fields, trails, nature museum, and other
potential facilities would provide new recreational facilities for use by the surrounding
community.

Included in the Master Plan are changes to the way biosolids (the end product from the Facility’s tertiary
wastewater management process) are managed, which, along with increased odor control measures to be
implemented throughout the Facility, lessen the need for extensive bufferlands around the central
operations area. The Master Plan proposes to re-designate a portion of the former Facility bufferlands to
accommodate future economic development land uses, habitat and flood protection, and recreational land
uses. All other land uses proposed to occur within the Master Plan planning area would occur on lands
already designated for Public/Quasi-Public and Open Space, Parklands and Habitat uses and would
conform to those current designations.

The Public/Quasi-Public land use designation as described in the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan
anticipates adoption of the Master Plan and so the General Plan does not need to be amended prior to that
adoption (see Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan Public/Quasi-Public Land Use Designation
description, Chapter 5, pages 11-12). However, as the Plant Master Plan land use plan identifies future
uses of the Facility lands that would be different than those typically supported by the current
Public/Quasi-Public designation, should the City Council adopt the Master Plan, the City will need to
amend the General Plan Land Use / Transportation Diagram to indicate land use designations consistent
with the uses identified in the Master Plan prior to implementation of those uses through land use
entitlements (see below: Table 1: Proposed Land Use Changes for the Facility Master Plan). Alnendments
to the General Plan Land Use / Transportation Diagram are thus an implementation action anticipated to
occur subsequent to the Council’s adoption of the Plant Master Plan.

On September 26, 2013, the applicant, ESD, initiated a General Plan Amendment request to change the
Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram designation of a 308-acre portion
of the Master Plan planning area fi’Oln Public/Quasi Public to: Industrial Park (81 acres); Light Industrial
(31 acres); Open Space, Parklands and Habitat (180 acres); Neighborhood/Community Commercial
(5 acres); and Combined Industrial Commercial (11 acres). (See attached Table 1 : Proposed Land Use
Changes for the Facility Master Plan and Figure 4: Proposed General Plan 2040 Land Use Designations).

To provide access and connectivity for the land uses envisioned in the Master Plan, the proposed General
Plan Alnendment would also include the following modifications to the Transportation Diagram:

1 . Widening ofZanker Roadfroln two lanes to four lanes;

2. Extension of Nortech Parkway fi-Oln its current terminus east of North 1st Street to Zanker Road; and

3. Extension of Ranch Drive to run parallel to and north of SR 237 from its current terminus west of
McCarthy Boulevard to Zanker Road.

Table 1: Proposed Land Use Changes for the Facility Master Plan
Area* Existing General Plan Proposed General Plan Acreage

1 Public/Quasi Public Industrial Park ¸81
2 Public/Quasi Public Light Industrial 31
3 Public/Quasi Public Open Space, Parldands and Habitat 180
4 Public/Quasi Public Neighborhood/Community Commercial 5
5 Public/Quasi Public Combined Industrial Commercial 11

Total: 308
Proposed Land Use Change Area, shown in Figure 4: Proposed General Plan 2040 Land Use Designations
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FIGURE 4: PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN 2040 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS N
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The approximately 2,680 acre project site consists of 196 acres of wastewater processing operational area
within which all mechanical facilities are located, 543 acres of lagoons and drying beds used for solar
drying of residual solids from processed wastewater, 214 acres of currently inactive lagoon used until the
1970s for solar drying, and 687 acres of vacant land to the south of the operational area and lagoons that
buffers the Facility operations from developments to the south. The wastewater treatment process used at
this site is described on the website of the Facility at ht_~://www.sanioseca.gov/index.aspx?NiD=1663.

In addition, the site contains Pond A-18 (previously a salt pond used by Cargill) located in the northwest
corner of the site next to the Bay Coyote Creek Flood Management levee and associated riparian and
floodplain management area managed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) to the
northeast, the lands of former Nine Pal" Landfill, Zero Waste Energy Development Facility, the South Bay
Water Recycling (SBWR) facility site, a municipal water tank and various habitats of sensitive species,
such as a bird pond and Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse Management area managed by the SCVWD located in
the northeast corner of the site.

Existing uses within the Master Plan project site include the Facility operational area, Residual Solids
Management Area, Pond A18, bufferlands, an SCVWD flood control easement, the Nine Par Landfill, the
SBWR facility site, and a municipal water tank (see attached Table 2: Existing Land Uses and Figure 5:
Existing Land Uses).

TABLE 2: EXISTING LAND USES

Area
Land Use (acres)

Plant Operations
Operational Area

Residual Solids Lagoons, Drying Beds (Active)
Management Areas Inactive Biosolids Lagoons
SBWR Transmission Pump Station and Silicon Valley Advanced
Water Purification Center
San Jos~ Municipal Water System Tank

Sub Total
Bufferlands

Bufferlands
Sub Total

PondA18
Pond A18 (former salt pond).

Sub Total
Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) Easement

Total

196
543
214

8

3
964

687
687

856
856
167

2,674

The areas subject to the proposed General Plan Amendment are located in the southernmost portion of.the
Facility’s bufferla,nds, to the north of State Route 237, on both sides of Zanker Road, in an area vacant of
buildings and covered primarily in non-native grass (see attached Figure 4: Proposed General Plan 2040
Land Use Designations and Figure 5: Existing Land Uses).
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Site Access

The project site is generally bounded by the San Francisco Bay to the north, Interstate 880 to the east,
State Route 237 to the south, and the community of Alviso to the west. Primary access to the project site
is via Zanker Road-Los Esteros Road, with additional access provided via North 1st Street. Trucks hauling
biosolids to the Newby Island Sanitary Landfill use an internal road through the biosolids lagoons to
access the landfill’s roadway network.

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access

The project site and its immediate environs are not directly served by transit, although a limited number of
VTA bus routes operate in the area. The closest VTA Light Rail (LRT) route is the 901 line between
Santa Teresa and Alum Rock.

For bicycle access, there is a Class I trail (bicycle paths separated from roads) that extends south of and
parallel to SR 237 starting at the Zanker Road/SR 237 Westbound ramp intersection and heading west.
Additionally, there are Class II bicycle lanes (striped bicycle lanes within the paved areas of roadways)
provided on Zanker Road, south of the SR 237 Eastbound ramp intersection. In June 2012, an additional
Class I bicycle path was constructed near the project site. This path .lies north of and parallel to SR 237,
stm~ing at the Zanker Road/SR 237 Westbound ramp and continuing east toward the northern stretch of
Coyote Creek Trail/Bay Trail. Both the Alviso Master Plan and the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan
call for improved bicycle facilities to encourage more bicycling trips for both commuting and recreation.

The project site has limited pedestrian access, and no sidewalks are provided within the project site. A
sidewalk is provided on the west side of Zanker Road starting at the Zanker Road/SR 237 Westbound
ramp intersection and extending south on Zanker Road away from the project site.

The San Francisco Bay Trail (Bay Trail) is a bike and pedestrian trail that, when completed, would
circumnavigate the shoreline of the San Francisco Bay with approximately 500 miles of continuous path
and provide recreational opportunities for cyclists, hikers, joggers, and outdoor enthusiasts. This trail also
provides important transportation benefits as a commute alternative for cyclists as well as connections to a
number of transit facilities. The Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) San Francisco Bay Trail
Project Gap Analysis Study identified, classified, and catalogued existing gaps in the Bay Trail. The Gap
Analysis identified 12.79 miles of trail gaps in Santa Clara County. Many of the identified gap segments
run through the Alviso community and the project site.

The City of San Jos~ Bay Trail Master Plan provides a framework, including recommended trail
alignments, design guidelines, prioritizations, strategies, and potential funding sources for implementation
of the San Josd segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail project. Once built, the San Josd portion of the
trail would be approximately 13 miles in length and follow the shore and some roadways in Alviso. In the
vicinity of the WPCP, the Bay Trail Master Plan depicts planned segments of the San Josd reaches of the
Bay Trail as following Los Esteros and Zanker Roads, traversing the Plant lands just north of the South
Bay Water Recycling Transmission Pump Station and Silicon Valley Advanced Water Purification
Facility and south of the drying beds, and extending south parallel to and west of Coyote Creek.
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FIGURE 5: EXISTING LAND USES N
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Land uses in the vicinity of the project site are as follows (see attached Figure 5: Existing Land Uses):

Zanker Road Landfill and Zanker Materials Processing Facility: Zanker Road Landfill is situated in the
center of, but is not part of the Master Plan planning area. The Zanker Materials Processing Facility is just
west of the Nine Par Landfill and northwest of the Facility’s central operational area. Both the Zanker
Road Landfill and the Zanker Materials Processing Facility include one-story buildings; recycle sorting
machinery, and material piles. The Zanker Materials Processing Facility accepts and handles a mixture of
waste loads from general public and commercial waste haulers, Current operations include sorting of
recyclable materials (i.e., wood, metal, plastics) fi’om incoming materials, processing of some of these
materials into reusable products; temporary storage of materials and finished products; and onsite
landfilling of the residual non-recyclable materials.

ZWED Facility: The Zero Waste Energy Development Facility (ZWED Facility) is a dry fermentation
Anaerobic Digestion facility that processes and recovers energy from the organic portion of commercial
solid waste generated by San Jose and also the organic waste of surrounding communities. The ZWED
Facility is located on Los Esteros Road, to the southwest of the Zanker Road Landfill, on land leased from
the San Jos~-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility.

Newby Island Sanitary Landfill: The Newby Island Sanitary Landfill is north of the Master Plan planning
area. Although the address and public street access to the landfill are within Milpitas (1601 Dixon
Landing Road, Milpitas), the landfill is entirely within the incorporated boundaries of San JosS. This
facility encompasses more than 342 acres; the permitted landfill footprint is 313 acres. The City recently
approved of the Newby Island Sanitary Landfill and Recyclery Rezoning, which allows the maximum
height of the active portion of the landfill to be raised to 245 feet, adding 15.12 million cubic yards to the
capacity of the landfill.

Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge: The approximately 30,000-acre Don
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge (Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge) borders
the project site to the north and west. The refuge provides breeding and foraging habitat for many bird
species. The refuge includes a variety of estuarine habitats, former salt ponds, and associated rare plant
and animal species. Because the refuge is part of the Pacific Flyway, a major north-south route of travel
for migratory birds in the Americas, numerous migrating ware[birds are in the area throughout much of
the year. The Refuge’s environmental education center is located near Artesian Slough approximately 0.7
mile northwest of the Facility’s central operational area.

Recreational Uses: Recreational uses in the vicinity of Master Plan planning area include two segments
of the San Francisco Bay Trail, Alviso Park Field, and the Alviso Marina County Park. The City of
Milpitas’ Coyote Creek Trail is adjacent to the eastern bank of Coyote Creek and extends between Ranch
Drive and Dixon Landing Road, and the Highway 237 bikeway, which runs in two main segments. One
segment of the Highway 237 bikeway extends between Ranch Drive and Zanker Road (parallel to the
westbound side of SR 237) and the other segment extends between McCarthy Ranch Boulevard and Gold
Street along the eastbound side of SR 237. A planned portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail (Bay Trail)
would also provide connectivity between the southeastern corner of the Plant to the Ranch Drive entrance
of the Coyote Creek Trail.Other trails in the vicinity of the Master Plan planning area include the Lower
Guadalupe River Trail to the southwest, Coyote Creek Trail (in San Jos~, extending south of SR 237), and
the Alviso Slough Trail and Mallard Slough Trail to the west.

Alviso Village and Surrounding Land: Alviso Village, annexed by the City of San Jos~ in 1968, is
located approximately 0.6 mile west of the Facility’s operational area and adjacent to the western side of
the Master Plan planning area. The areas of Alviso Village nearest the Master Plan planning area are
residential, primarily consisting of single-family houses and duplexes. There are approximately 700
households in the core residential area of Alviso; the remainder of Alviso Village is more loosely
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developed.with a mixture of small-scale commercial, industrial, residential, and public uses. The western
portion of Alviso Village is listed as a Historic District on the National Register of Historic Places and is a
California Point of Historic Interest, recognized as a place of major economic importance to the South
Bay between the early nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The area east of Alviso Village is planned
for Combined Industrial/Commercial uses. Less than half of tlie industrial area is developed and most of
that area is north of SR 237 and east of 1st Street.

Nortech/Baytech and Vicinity: Office/research and development facilities are located southwest of the
bufferlands. Within this area are two churches, including the Jubilee Christian Center and Korean
Emmanuel Presbyterian Church, as well as the Jubilee Christian Children’s Center, both located
approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the Facility operational area. Land uses immediately south of SR 237
include industrial park and commercial uses.

PG&E and Calpine Los Esteros Critical Energy Facility: The PG&E substation and Los Esteros Critical
Energy Facility are located adjacent and to the southeast of the Master Plan planning area. The Los
Esteros Critical Energy facility is a combined-cycle generation facility capable of generating up to 309
rnegawatts of electricity. The facilities consist of transformers and switching devices that convert the
high-voltage electricity from incoming transmission lines to lower voltage, and distribute electricity to
nearby consumers.

McCm~hy Ranch Strip Lease and Vicinity: The 6-acre McCarthy Ranch strip lease, purchased by the City
in 1998, lies to the east of the Master Plan planning area along the eastern bank of Coyote Creek. The
strip is approximately 100 feet wide for lnuch of its length and about 2,400 feet long. Although the strip is
within the City of Milpitas, it is owned in fee title by the Facility and is leased for fanning purposes. The
Facility has control of the development rights of the "McCarthy strip" until August 2060. The McCarthy
Ranch-owned lands east of the strip (i.e., the area between the Master Plan planning area and Interstate
880), consists primarily of large-scale commercial businesses. Two residences along Ranch Drive (one of
which is on the Cilker Orchards property) are located to the south of the McCarthy Ranch strip lease and
west of the Coyote Creek trail entrance. These residences are approximately 0.8 mile southeast of the
Facility operational area.

Existing General Plan Designation: Public/Quasi Public (308 acres)

The approximately 2,680 acre Master Plan area, which includes the central operations area and the
bufferlands is currently designated Public/Quasi Public (PQP). The proposed General Plan Amendment
would redesignate approximately 308 acres to reflect the Master Plan. The remainder of the Master Plan
area would remain designated PQP. (See Table 2: Land Use Designations and Proposed Land Uses under
the Master Plan)

The Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan Land Use Designation description for PQP indicates that the
PQP designation applies to public land uses, including water treatment facilities. One of the larger areas
within the City designated as PQP is the City-owned buffer lands surrounding the Water Pollution Control
Plant and the Facility Master Plan process is recognized in the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan
description of the PQP Land Use Diagram designation:

Due to planned changes to the Plant’s operations,.it is anticipated that the current
extensive buffer land area will not be needed in the future. The City is currently in the
process of preparing a Master Plan for reuse of these buffer lands for a variety of new
uses, including additional employment capacity. Accordingly the Envision General Plan
includes job growth capacity for the buffer land area to support future expansion of
employment uses. Upon completion of the Plant Master Plan, the City may amend the
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Envision General Plan Land Use / Transportation Diagram and Plan policies to
incorporate the outcome of the Plant Master Plan process. (Envision San Jos6 2040
General Plan Public/Quasi-Public Land Use Designation description, Chapter 5, pages
11-12)

Table 2: General Plan Land Use Designations and Proposed Land Uses under the Master Plan

(GPA)
(GPA)
(GPA)

General Plan
Public/Quasi Public

Industrial Park
Light Industrial
Open Space, Parklands
and Habitat

Proposed Land Use
Wastewater Facility Operations
Renewable Energy Development
Flexible Space
Economic Development- 0ffice/R&D
Economic Development - Light Industrial
Habitat
Flood Protection Levee
Recreation
Flexible Space
Economic Development - Retail

Acreage
2366

81
31
180

(GPA) Neighborhood/Community , 5
Comlnercial

(GPA) Combined Industrial ¯ Economic Development- Office/R&D 11
Commercial and/or Retail

Total: 2674
Note: (GPA) = Lands currently designated P/QP that are subject to the proposed General Plan Amendment

Proposed General Plan Designation: Industrial Park (81 acres)

The proposed Industrial Park (IP) designation is applied to areas intended for a wide variety of industrial
uses such as research and development, manufacturing, assembly, testing, and offices. The IP designation
would allow the Office/R&D uses envisioned in the Master Plan. It should benoted that, while the
General Plan 2040 Industrial Park designation allows a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) upto 10.0 (2 to 15
stories), the proposed Master Plan limits the FAR of Industrial Park uses, named "Office/R&D" in the
Master Plan, to 1.2 (up to 8 stories). (Envision San Jos6 2040 General Plan Chapter 5, Industrial Park
Land Use Designation, page 10)

Proposed General Plan Designation: Light Industrial (31 acres)

As described in the General Plan, the proposed Light Industrial (LI) designation is applied to areas
intended for a wide variety of industrial uses and excludes uses with. unmitigated hazardous or nuisance
effects. Changing the land use designation of 31 acres of Facility bufferlands from PQP to LI designation
would facilitate the implementation of the Light Industrial uses envisioned in the Master Plan, which,

¯ along with the development of commercial uses, is an intended benefit of the Master Plan, in that such
economic development would benefit the City of San Josd and its tributary agencies by assisting in
meeting City goals to become a leader in Clean Technology, creating jobs for residents, and supporting
the regional economy. It should be noted that, while the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan LI
designation allows an FAR up to 1.5 (1 to 3 stories), the proposed Master Plan limits the FAR of LI uses
to 0.55 (up to 2 stories) (Envision San Josd 2040 General Plan Chapter 5, Light Industrial Land Use
Designation, page 10)
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Proposed General Plan Designation: Open Space, Parklands and Habitat (180 acres)

The proposed Open Space, Parklands and Habitat designation is applied to publicly or privately owned
areas that are intended for low intensity uses. Lands in this designation are typically devoted to open
space, parks, recreation areas, trails, habitat buffers, nature preserves and other permanent open space
areas. Changing the Land Use Diagram designation of 180 acres of Facility bufferlands located in the
southwestern portion of the Master Plan planning area from Public/Quasi Public to Open Space,
Parklands and Habitat would reserve that land for nesting and foraging habitat for the western burrowing
owl, as envisioned in the Facility Master Plan. (Envision San Josd 2040 General Plan Chapter 5, Open
Space, Parklands and Habitat Land use Designation, pages 17-18)

Proposed General Plan Designation: Neighborhood/Community Commercial (5 acres)

The proposed Neighborhood/Community Commercial designation supports a broad range of commercial
activity, including commercial uses that serve the communities in neighboring areas, such as
neighborhood serving retail and services and commercial/professional office development. Changing the
land use designation from Public/Quasi Public to Neighborhood!Community Commercial for a portion of
the bufferlands near State Route 237 would facilitate the implementation of Retail Commercial uses
envisioned in the Master Plan, which includes an objective to locate economic development on Facility
lands to lnaximize viability and visibility. It should be noted that, while the General Plan 2040
Neighborhood/Community Commercial designation allows an FAR up to 2.0 (1 to 4 stories), the Master
Plan limits the FAR of Neighborhood/Community Colmnercial uses, named "Retail Colnmercial" in the
Master Plan, to 0.26 (1 to 2 stories). (Envision San Josd 2040 General Plan Chapter 5,
Neighborhood/Community Colnmercial Land Use Designation, page 9)

Proposed General Plan Designation: Combined Industrial/Commercial (11 acres)

The proposed Combined Industrial/Commercial (CIC) designation allows a significant amount of
flexibility for the development of a varied mixture of compatible Comlnercial and industrial uses,
including hospitals and private community gathering facilities. Redesignating a portion of the Facility’s
southern bufferlands at a highly visible location near State Route 237 to CIC would facilitate the
implementation of economic development uses while allowing the flexibility of either Office/R&D and/or
Retail, including larger big-box type development, land uses to be located there. The leasing of such
spaces for development could also benefit the Facility’s rate payers by generating a supplemental revenue
stream to offset some of the Facility’s operating costs. It should be noted that, while the General Plan
2040 Combined Industrial Commercial designation allows a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) up to 12.0 (1 to 24
stories), the Master Plan limits the FAR of Combined Industrial/Commercial uses to 1.2 (up to 8 stories).
(Envision San Josd 2040 General Plan Chapter 5, Combined Industrial/Commercial Land Use
Designation, pages 9-10).

ANALYSIS

The proposed General Plan Amendment implements the various land uses envisioned for the southern
bufferlands in the Master Plan and the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan, including lands for future
economic development, habitat and flood protection, and recreation. All other land uses proposed to
occur within the Master Plan planning area would occur on lands already designated for Public/Quasi-
Public uses and would conform to that current designation.
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Consistenc!: with the Envision San Josd 2040 General Plan Maior Strategies~ Goals~ and Policies

The proposed General Plan Amendment is consistent with the major strategies, goals, policies, and
actions of the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan, specifically:

o

,

Major Strategy #4 - Innovation/Regional Employment Center, which emphasizes economic
development within the City to support San Jos~’s growth as a center of innovation and regional
employment through planning for new jobs and adding new employment lands.

Major Strategy #7 - Measure Sustainability/Environmental Leadership, .which contains multiple
policies to support implementation of environmental best practices that will minimize resource
consumption, reduce contribution to climate change and preserve the naturalenvironment.

Major Strategy # 10 - Life Amidst Abundant Natural Resources, which promotes access to the natural
environment by calling for implementation of a trail network, preservation of open space andaddition
of parks and other recreational facilities to serve existing and new populations.

General Plan Annual Review and Measurable Sustainability Policy IP-3.4, as the General Plan
Amendments necessary to adopt the Facility Master Plan maintain without diminishing the total
planned job growth capacity for the City.

Land Use and Employment Policy IE-1.1, as the Facility Master Plan retains land capacity for
employment uses in San Jos6, protects and improves the quantity and quality of lands designated
exclusively for industrial uses, especially those that are vulnerable to conversion to non-employment
USES,

o

°

°

Land Use and Employment Policy IE-1.2, as the Facility Master Plan retains and expands a strategic
mix of employment activities at an appropriate location to support a balanced economic base,
including industrial suppliers and services, commercial/retail support services, clean technologies, life
sciences, as well as high technology manufacturers and other related industries.

Promote Fiscally Beneficial Land Use Policy FS-4.1, as the project will preserve and enhance
employment land acreage and building floor area capacity for various employment activities because
they provide revenue, near-term jobs, contribute to our City’s long-term achievement of economic
development and job growth goals, and provide opportunities for the development of retail to serve
individual neighborhoods, larger community areas, and the Bay Area.

Promote Fiscally Beneficial Land Use Policy FS-4.5, as the project will expand the total amount of
land with a Light. Industrial designation.

9. General Land Use Action LU-1.10, as appropriate land use policies developed as part of the Water
Pollution Control Plant Master Plan process are to be incorporated into the Envision General Plan, to
more clearly identify the distribution of jobs in that area.

¯ 10. Zoning Conformance, As shown in Figure 3: Zoning, the existing zoning designations for a portion of
southern bufferlands area are inconsistent with the economic development uses proposed for those
areas in the Master Plan. Although the project would temporarily result in an inconsistency with the
existing zoning, future rezoning of these areas to be consistent with proposed General Plan
designations would eliminate this inconsistency.

Alviso Master Plan

The Envision San Josd 2040 General Plan incorporates the Alviso Master Plan, the principal document
governing growth and development within the Alviso planning area (which includes the Master Plan
planning area). The Alviso Master Plan, adopted in 1998, fosters transit-oriented development, historic
preservation, mixed uses, sensitivity to surrounding neighborhoods, and other strategic goals. The Alviso
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Master Plan describes the vision for future land use development in and around the community of Alviso,
located to the west of the Facility Master Plan planning area off of North 1st Street, no~h of SR 237.

Through adoption of the Facility Master Plan,. the City would establish newer, more specific land use
guidance for a specific area within the City, including the Alviso area. Development on lands within the
Master Plan planning area would be subject to the policies and guidelines in the Master Plan; lands
outside of the project site would be subject to policies and guidelines in the Alviso Master Plato Thus, the
Alviso Master Plan does not need to be amended.

Land Use Compatibility

The wastewater facility infrastructure improvements to be implemented in the Facility Master Plan would
consolidate wastewater treatment operations within the future proposed operational area, which would
extend north of Los Esteros Road. Existing biosolids management activities currently occurring on
approximately 757 acres of (active and inactive) lagoons and drying beds would be converted to
mechanized processes and consolidated into a roughly 200-acre area north of the existing operational
area. Other proposed changes to Facility operations include changes to existing and construction of new
facilities associated with headworks, primary, secondary, and filtration and disinfection operations;
remediation of the legacy biosolids area; retirement of the eastern biosolids lagoons and drying beds;
construction of solar power facilities; and improvements to support facilities, roadways, and landscaping.
All such wastewater facility uses are consistent with the existing Public/Quasi Public designation and the
City Council Policy on the Use of Plant Lands, in that they would help the Facility maintain compliance
with the Facility’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, would not be
expected to constrain the Facility’s ability to respond to potential future requirements, and would provide
"dual use" (e.g., economic and environmental) benefits.

The land uses proposed to occur outside the Facility’s operational area would occur on lands currently
designated for Public/Quasi-Public and Open Space, Parklands, and Habitat uses. The Envision San Jos~
2040 General Plan anticipated such uses of the bufferlands, including the provision of additional
employlnent capacity and supports an additional 25,520 jobs and 70 additional dwelling units within
Alviso (Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan Appendix 5: Planned Job Capacity and Housing Growth
Areas by Horizon). Of those totals, 15,400 jobs are assumed to be located within the Master Plan planning
area. So, while the General Plan Land Use Diagram would need to be revised to ensure consistency with
the land uses envisioned in the Master Plan, the economic development uses in the Master Plan are
implementing the jobs numbers already considered in the approved General Plan. With the proposed
General Plan Amendment, the Master Plan would be consistent with the Envision San Josd 2040 General
Plan land use designations in addition to the overall vision and policies of the General Plan with which
the proposed Master Plan is already consistent.

The Master Plan would locate the economic development uses near State Route 237 on both sides of
Zanker Road in the southern portion of the Master Plan planning area. This location is consistent with the
Master Plan objective to locate economic development uses to maximize viability and visibility. The
proximity to State Route 237 provides both convenient access to the proposed commercial and industrial
uses and is highly visible.

Roadway System

As development occurs, the Master Plan planning area would be connected by an arterial roadway that
connects Nortech Parkway to Zanker Road. No~"~ech Parkway would extend east from its current terminus
east of North 1st Street to Zanker Road and would consist of two lanes. Zanker Road would be expanded
from two lanes to four lanes to accommodate the additional capacity. The proposed Ranch Drive



File No. PPll-043 & GP13-020
Page 17 of 28

extension would extend parallel to and noi"~h of SR 237 and would consist of two lanes. All other
secondary roads would be determined by the development needs. Consistent with the Envision San Joss
2040 General Plan, roadways developed within the Master Plan planning area would provide a network of
"complete streets" that accommodate multiple users with different mode preferences (e.g., driving, biking,
walking). The specific facilities that would be provided (such as bicycle lanes, landscaping, sidewalks and
transit stops) would depend on the location and type of roadway.

The trigger for the construction of the new roads would be determined based on future Traffic Impact
Analysis to be done when proposals for future economic development projects are received, allowing
more detailed, project-level review, in conformance with CEQA. For conceptual, long-range planning
purposes only, estimated triggers are provided below. These estimates are based on demand and capacity
of the outbound traffic in the PM peak hour - the highest directional traffic on an average day - for
approximately 15,000 jobs.

2-lane Zanker Road would allow up tol million square feet (msf) of office/industrial development.
Development capacity above 1 msf will require widening of Zanker Road to 4 lanes.

4-lane Zanker Road would allow up to 2 msf. Devei’opment above 2 msf will require construction of
Ranch Drive Extension.

4-lane Zanker Road and 2-lane Ranch Drive Extension would allow up to 2.8 msf of development.
Development over 2.8 msf will require construction of the Nortech Parlcvvay extension to Zanker
Road.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

The environmental impacts of this project were addressed by an Environmental Impact Report entitled
"San Jos6/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plan Master Plan" (’~Master Plan EIR" or "Final EIR") to
be heard and considered for certification by the City of San Joss Planning Commission on October 30,
2013. The Master Plan EIR serves as both a program and a project EIR for the Master Plan, which
includes some proposed upgrades to the Facility reviewed at a project level of detail, some proposed
upgrades to the Facility reviewed at a program level of detail, and other uses of Plant lands reviewed at a
program-level. The distinction between project-level review and program-level review under CEQA is
described later in this staff report, beginning on page 25.

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from January 1 l, 2013 through March 13, 2013, which
included the 45 day public circulation required by CEQA and a 15 day extension requested by ESD staff
to allow additional opportunity for public input. A total of 43 comment letters, which included over 300
COlnments, were received from US and State Resource Agencies, non-profit and enviI:onmental
organizations, the Facility’s tributary agencies, neighboring cities, private property owners adjacent to the
Facility, and other interested individuals (see attached Table 3: DEIR Comments Received - Organized
by Major Topic Areas (Partial List)). Comments included, but were not limited to, project impacts related
to: special status, endangered, and threatened species, including burrowing owls, salt marsh harvest
mouse, western snowy plover, California seablite, California clapper rail, Congdon’s tarplant; and species
associated with serpentine habitats; sea level rise and flood protection; odor; geology; adequacy of range
of alternatives analyzed; noise; traffic; wetlands mitigation; the Bay Trail; Coyote Creek; geology;
hazardous materials; cultural resources; and aesthetics. All colnments on the DEIR have been addressed
in the First Amendment to the DEIR. The First Amendment, taken together with the Draft EIR,
constitutes the Final EIR. The First Amendment was circulated on October 18, 2013 to DEIR
commentators. The DEIR and the First Amendment to the DEIR are available for review on the Planning
Division website at: http://www.sanjoseca.gov/index.aspx?nid=2434.
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Table 3: DEIR Comments Received - Organized By Major Topic Areas (Partial List)
Major Topic Area                         Commentators                     Comments

Alternatives Agencies: West Valley Sanitation District
Organizations: Citizens Committee to Complete the Refuge
(CCCR), Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society (SCVAS), 29
SF Baykeeper (SFB), Committee for Green Footl~ills, Sien’a
Club, Save the Bay (STB)

Flood Control Levee Agencies: SCVWD
Organizations: Sierra Club, CCCR, SCVAS, SFB 9

Nitrogen Deposition / Agencies: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
Growth Inducement California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 3

Organizations: CA Native Plant Society
Odor A~encies: City of Milpitas

Organizationsi CCCR, SCVAS 13

Project- vs. Program-level Agencies: West Valley Sanitation District, Cupertino
Analysis Sanitation District 12

Organizations: CCCR, SFB, SCVAS
Western Burrowing Owl Agencies: CDFW
hnpacts Organizations: CCCR, SCVAS 31

Individuals: Lynn Trulio

Wetlands Agencies: RWQCB 15Organizations: CCCR, GA, SF Baykeeper, SCVAS, STB

As part of the preparation of the Final EIR, the City is required under CEQA to respond to environmental
questions and comments received on the Draft EIR. Based in part on information included in the comment
letters received by the City on the Draft EIR, edits were made to the EIR. The edits included clarifications
and additional details that were considered necessary to provide a greater comfort level and understanding
relative to the effectiveness of the EIR mitigation measures in mitigating impacts from the proposed
project. The City and its consultants spent additional time and effort on the refinement of mitigation
measures for burrowing owls, wetlands, nitrogen deposition, and future sea level rise and flooding. A
brief discussion of each of these topics, as well as discussion of the adequacy of the alternatives analysis
and the distinction of program-level versus project-level review is provided below. Complete responses to
all comments received on the DEIR are provided in the First Amendment to the DEIR.

Burrowing Owls

The Master Plan presents an 9pportunity to improve the quality of the habitat and expand the current
population of the western burrowing owl; which is listed as a State Species of Special Concern by the
California Department offish and Wildlife. The Facility lands provide one of the last remaining homes
for the owls within Santa Clara County; as of May 2012, at least four pairs of owls were known to occur
within the western portion of the Master Plan planning area. With the implementation of the Master Plan,
approximately 180 acres would be reserved for nesting and foraging habitat. The intent of this area is to
meet mitigation requirements for the Master Plan and potentially other development within Santa Clara
County. Protection and maintenance of the owl habitat would be provided under the terms of specific
mitigation agreements. Of this 180-acre burrowing owl habitat area, three acres will provide
compensatory mitigation for the 0.9 acre of impacts to Occupied Habitat that will result from Project-level
impacts. Those impacts would occur in an area that is outside of the permit area covered by the Santa
Clara Valley Habitat Plan ("SCVHP") (see First Amendment to the DEIR revised Figure 4.7-3) and thus
cannot .be mitigated tlirough payment of the burrowing owl mitigation fees described in the SCVHP. The
remaining 177 acres are included as burrowing owl habitat as part of the Master Plan but are not
mitigation for habitat loss associated with the Master Plan. The 177-acre burrowing owl area has been
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incorporated as a conservation element of the project. The Draft EIR addresses western bun’owing owl in
Chapter 3, Appendix J, and Section 4.7, Biological Resources. (For further discussion of the SCVHP in
relation to burrowing owl habitat mitigation for this project, please see "Consistency with Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Plan" below.)

Comments expressed concern about the way the Draft EIR characterized burrowing owl habitat and how
impacts to burrowing owl habitat were calculated. Concerns include:

o Characterization of burrowing owl habitat and project impacts
¯ Adequacy of Western Burrowing Owl Mitigation Measures
o Consistency with Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan

o Cumulative Impacts on Burrowing Owl Habitat

Characterization of burrowing owl habitat and proiect impacts: Many of the comments expressing
concern about the way the Draft EIR characterized burrowing owl habitat and how impacts to burrowing
owl habitat were calculated either reference or reiterate points made by the California Depamnent offish
and Wildlife (CDFW), which assert that the amount of burrowing owl habitat affected by the project is
much larger than that presented in the Draft EIR, the proposed burrowing owl mitigation is inadequate,
and the mitigation should be consistent with the burrowing owl conservation strategy that is part of the
SCVHP. Specifically, habitat types used for the purposes of determining impacts should include alkali
grasslands, non-native grasslands, and disturbed/ruderal areas. CDFW further asserts that the total amount
of useable habitat on the Plant lands is approximately 603 acres and total impacts to burrowing owl
habitat would exceed 450 acres.

In response to the comments, the EIR’s burrowing owl habitat impact analysis has been revised in the
Final EIR. The revised EIR analysis now. designates "Occupied Habitat" in all areas that are either nesting
habitat for burrowing owl (as documented over the last three years), or foraging habitat, which is defined
as habitat within 0.5-mile of nesting areas. This is consistent with the approach developed by the CDFW,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and species expe~s involved in the SCVHP, and with
recommendations provided by several commentators..All alkali grassland, non-native grassland, and
disturbed/ruderal areas within Occupied Habitat are considered withha the scope of the revised biological
resources analysis. Based on that analysis, there are 408 acres of burrowing owl Occupied Habitat. Of these
408 acres, a maximum of 255.4 acres would be adversely affected by implementation of the project
(depicted as "Acres of Ground Disturbance within Occupied Habitat" in revised Figure 4.7-3). Nearly all of
these impacts would occur due to implementation of proposed economic development land use changes in
the bufferlands, as opposed to improvements to WPCP facilities and operations.

Adequacy of Burrowin~ Owl Mitigation Measures: Commentators expressed concern about the ability of
Mitigation Measure BIO-2e Burrowing Owl Measures to adequately protect and mitigate for program-
and project-level impacts to burrowing owls and burrowing owl habitat. Specifically, the commentators
assert that the 180 acres to be set aside for western burrowing owl nesting and foraging hab!tat would not
adequately offset the net loss of burrowing owl habitat due to the proposed project because 1) a portion of
the acreage is wetlands that will provide reduced habitat value in wet years, 2) the proposed Nortech
Parkway extension that passes through the area will fragment and degrade the area, 3) the preservation of
Congdon’s tarplant restricts enhancement in the area, and 4) the planting of trees along Artesian Slough
can provide perches for predators or burrowing owls.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2e Burrowing Owl Measures has been revised to ensure that program-level
Facility improvements and other proposed land uses that result in the loss of burrowing owl habitat
mitigate for that loss by paying the Burrowing Owl Fee through the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan. In
response to specific comment topic areas:
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1)

2)

4)

Reduced habitat value in wet years. As noted by some commentators, the 408 acres of occupied
burrowing owl habitat includes a 180-acre "burrowing owl area," and these 180 acres include
seasonal wetlands. Some commentators have questioned whether such wet areas can properly
support burrowing owls. However, burrowing owls have been documented in these areas in 2011
and 2012, so these areas are considered suitable habitat. These wetlands are part of the reason
burrowing owls have persisted in the area. The habitat diversity, particularly wetland habitats,
supports insects and other inve~O~ebrates that make up most of the diet of burrowing owls.

Fragmentation due to Nol"~ech Extension. As noted by some commentators, the future use of the
proposed Nortech Parkway extension would bisect the burrowing owl habitat could adversely
affect burrowing owls, particularly during the nesting period. The roadway itself would result in
an approximately two-acre reduction in burrowing owl habitat. Also, the road would create the
potential for burrowing owls to be struck by passing vehicles if the owls nest on one side of the
road and forage on other side. However, based on numerous reports of burrowing owls
successfully nesting next to roadways, sidewalks, and train tracks in the South Bay Area, the
effects of the roadway on burrowing owls are expected to be low. Currently Zanker Road and Disc
Drive run adjacent to the bufferlands, Both roadways are fenced and burrowing owls continue to
nest at the bufferlands, allowing for the conclusion that the roads are not effecting the ability of the
owls to successfully nest nearby. The Nortech Extension would have similar characteristics
supporting the conclusion that the new roadway would not significantly impact nesting burrowing
owls on the bufferlands. Road speeds for the new roads are expected to be approximately 40 mph,
below the 55 mph speed at which a majority of wildlife collisions would be expected to occur~.

Conflict with Con~don’s Tarplant Mitigation. Colnmentators assert that preservation of
Congdon’s tarplant, a special-status plant species, restricts burrowing owl enhancement in the
180-acre burrowing owl area. Specifically, there is concern that the need to avoid Congdon’s
tarplant individuals will limit the areas that can be mowed (mowing is used to reduce vegetation
heights near burrowing owl nests to provide short grass habitat burrowing owls prefer). In
response, enhancements proposed for Congdon’s tarplant now include mowing before spring
growth and after late summer seeding. The timing of these management actions is flexible and has
been written into the Congdon’s tarplant mitigation measure to also enhance burrowing owl
habitat during the proper time of year (prior to the onset of nesting and after the fledging of
young). Mowing to enhance habitat for burrowing owl in areas where Congdon’s tarplant occurs
will be curtailed during the blooming period for Congdon’s tarplant.

Incre’ased Predation on Burrowing Owls. To address concerns regarding increased predation on
burrowing owls, the burrowing owl mitigation measure has also been revised to eliminate
potential habitat for predatory raptors that perch and nest in trees by prohibiting the planting of
trees in the burrowing owl habitat area.

Implementation of the revised mitigation measures included in the Final EIR would adequately reduce the
Master Plan’s impacts on burrowing owl habitat to a less-than-significant level.

Consistency with Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan: Some comlnentators on the Draft EIR assert that the
Draft EIR lacks discussion of the burrowing owl conservation strategy in the SCVHP, which aims to
protect several hundred acres of burrowing owl habitat perlnanently and to manage several thousand acres
under temporary agreements in the South Bay Area (discussion of such agreements is provided in SCVHP
Appendix M. Western Burrowing Owl Conservation Strategy, pages M-3 to M-6).

1 M.P. Huijser, P. McGowen, J. Fuller, A. Hardy, A. Kociolek, A.P. Clevenger, D. Smith and R. Ament. Wildlife-Vehic!e

Collision Study: Report to Congress. August 2008.



File No. PP11-043 & GP13-020
Page 21 of 28

The SCVHP provides a framework for promoting the protection and recovery of natural resources,
including endangered species, while streamlining the permitting process for planned development,
infrastructure, and maintenance activities. The Plan allows the County of Santa Clara (County), the Santa
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), the VTA and the cities of Gilroy, Morgan Hill, and San Jos6
(collectively, the Local Partners or Permittees) to receive endangered-species permits for activities and
projects they conduct and those under their jurisdiction within the Plan area.

While the SCVHP includes the Facility bufferlands among a list ofpubli� and private lands where
enhanced management lnay be secured to meet SCVHP needs, the SCVHP does not rely on the Master
Plan lands to meet the goals of the burrowing owl conservation strategy. In fact, the SCVHP includes the
activities that will occur on the bufferlands under the Facility Master Plan as covered activities, meaning
they can receiv.e species take authorization under the SCVHP, consistent with the requirements of the
SCVHP (see SCVHP Chapter 2. Land Use and Covered Activities, Section 2.2.1 Existing Conditions and
Section 2.3.2 Urban Development). Concern that economic development on the Master Plan lands will
cause extirpation of the species locally is unfounded. While population numbers are low, burrowing owls
persist on other sites in Santa Clara County.

General consistency of the Master Plan with the SCVHP is addressed under Impact BIO-7 (Draft EIR
pages 4.7-62 and 4.7-63). Regarding conflicts between the Master Plan and the SCVHP, proposed land
uses within the SCVHP permit area are covered activities in the SCVHP. As previously mentioned, there
are 0.9 acres of impacts to Occupied Habitat that will occur in an area that is outside of the SCVHP
permit area and thus cannot be mitigated through the SCVHP. Instead, the Master Plan will provide as
compensatory mitigation three acres of the 180-acre burrowing owl habitat. With the revisions to
Mitigation Measure BIO-2e, discussed previously, the EIR’s mitigation approach for covered activities
within the SCVHP permit area is now consistent with the SCVHP. For those activities outside of the
SCVHP permit area, the requirement to protect all mitigation lands on site is consistent with the SCVHP.

There are several factors that Will determine whether the burrowing owl conservation strategy in the
SCVHP is ultimately successful. Most of those factors are outside of the control of the City and certainly
outside of the influence of this project. While Master Plan lands could play a role in the outcome of the
burrowing owl conservation strategy, it is only one component of a regional strategy outlined in the
SCVHP. The SCVHP burrowing owl strategy is not structured in a way that depends on the inclusion of
any one parcel or parcels to meet the needs of burrowing owls in the region. Linking economic
development of the Plant lands to the success of the burrowing owl conservation strategy through the
inclusion of "triggers" is unnecessary, as the project’s impacts to burrowing owl are adequately mitigated
through participation in the SCVHP for Facility lands that are in the SCVHP permit area as well as on-site
preservation.

Cumulative hnpacts on Burrowing Owl Habitat: Commentators assert that the Draft E!R should consider
the SCVHP’s burrowing owl conservation strategy and take into account cumulative threats of currently
planned projects on other regional nesting sites. Additionally, the Draft EIR should consider the
cumulative decrease in open space, and its potential to lead to an increase in predation on burrowing owls.

The analysis of the impact of implementation of the Master Plan on burrowing owls and burrowing owl
habitat is limited to the project site and immediately adjacent sites that could provide foraging habitat for
burrowing owls nesting On Plant lands. By incorporating foraging habitat through the use of "Occupied
Habitat" as defined by the SCVHP, the cumulative loss of habitat is included in the analysis of direct
effects. By mitigating through the SCVHP or consistent with the guidelines in that plan the cumulative
loss of habitat will be stemmed by the protection of habitat close to the areas of impact, at a ratio of at
least 1:1, and to both nesting and foraging habitat (Occupied Habitat).
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The cumulative analysis regarding impacts on special status wildlife species is addressed on Draft EIR
pages 6-19 through 6-21. The analysis includes a table (Table 6-5, page 6-20) listing projects that could
result in a cumulative loss of suitable habitat (such as open space) for these species. The analysis states
that habitat disturbance or conversion could result in reductions in the number of special status species
within the region because less suitable habitat and resources would be available for their use, a potentially
significant cumulative impact. The analysis concluded that, with incorporation of mitigation measures
BIO-2a through BIO-2f, the Master Plan’s contribution to cumulative impacts on special status wildlife
species would not be cumulatively considerable.

Wetlands

On February 13, 2013, subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, the City participated in an interagency
meeting with the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), USFWS, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to review the proposed
project’s impacts on jurisdictional wetlands, including those located in the inactive biosolids lagoons.
Based on feedback from that meeting and comlnents on the Draft EIR regarding wetland impacts, the City
revisited the Draft EIR’s assumptions with respect to the amount of land necessary for the following: (1)
proposed biosolids process improvements, (2) consolidation of legacy biosolids, and (3) management
activities necessary to address potential future changes in regulations regarding disposal of biosolids.
Through this reevaluation, the City determined that it could reduce the footprint of the future Facility
infrastructure expansion area by approximately 35 acres in the northeastern portion of the inactive
biosolids lagoons, reducing permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands by approximately 10 acres (the

’ Inactive Biosolids Lagoons are shown in attached Figure 5: Existing Land Uses). As compared to the
project described in the Draft EIR, the reduced footprint would result in a beneficial change because
within the inactive biosolids lagoon area, the lagoons in the northeastern portion contain the highest
quality wetland habitat. The result of this project change is the proposed Wetland Preservation
Refinement described in the First Amendment to the DEIR.

The Wetland Refinement would eliminate permanent project impacts in the 35-acre area in the
northeastern portion of the inactive biosolids lagoons. Minimizing adverse effects on wetlands would
allow the City to better meet the Master Plan objective related to protection of habitat, including wetland
habitat. The environmental analysis of the Wetland Refinement presented in the First Amendment to the
DEIR indicates that no significant new information has been added to the EIR. Consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, the supplemental environmental analysis of the Wetland Refinement
concludes that: (1) no new significant environmental impacts would result from the Wetland Refinement;
(2) no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result from implelnentation

¯ of the Wetland Refinement; and (3) there are no additional alternatives or mitigation measures
considerably different than those analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Nitrogen Deposition

The CDFW, USFWS and others provided comments related to the p~)tential for growth inducement
throughout the Facility service area, increasing atmospheric nitrogen deposition and resulting in the
degradation and loss of serpentine grassland habitat and impacts on associated plant and wildlife species,
including the Bay Checkerspot butterfly, an endangered species. When Facility wastewater processing
capacity (or that of an individual Facility process or component) is reached, implementation of the
relevant Facility improvement(s) will alleviate a capacity constraint that could otherwise present an
obstacle to growth in service area jurisdictions. Among the chief concerns in the comments is that, while
the City proposes to mitigate the effects related .to nitrogen deposition of growth within the City, the City
should also develop a comprehensive strategy that addresses and is commensurate with impacts of
nitrogen deposition froln growth induced outside the City. Such a strategy has been added as Mitigation
Measure G-1: Growth Inducement Nitrogen Deposition Measure (see First Amendment to the DEIR,
Mitigation Measure G-1: Growth Inducement Nitrogen Deposition Measure).
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The comprehensive strategy to address nitrogen deposition applies upon implementation of the first of the
Facility infrastructure improvements that remove an obstacle to new development by addressing capacity
deficiencies projected to occur in 2026. Such growth could result in nitrogen deposition impacts on
serpentine grassland habitat. Some of that growth is anticipated to occur in areas that lie outside the City
and are served by the City of Santa Clara (Santa Clara) and the tributary agencies. Because the City is not
the land use authority in these outlying areas, the anticipated growth, if it is to occur at all, would be
subject to land use approvals and controls issued by the relevant jurisdiction (e.g., the City of Los Gatos).
However, as a mechanism to mitigate nitrogen deposition impacts associated with growth in Santa Clara
and the tributary jurisdictions, the City proposes the collection of a nitrogen deposition fee, as described
below.

Nitrogen Deposition Fee: If and when, in anticipation of future development, the cities or special districts
served by the Water Pollution Control Plant seek to acquire or purchase additional capacity from the
Facility, the City will include as an item of negotiation the collection of a nitrogen deposition mitigation
fee as a requirement of, and as pm~ial consideration for, each agency’s participation in the additional
treatment capacity. All parties to an agreement with the City for increased capacity to their jurisdiction
would be required to agree to report new vehicle trips generated as a result of development authorized by
their associated planning authorities. The fee amount billed to offset the growth-inducing impact of
Facility expansion shall be substantially the same as the applicable nitrogen deposition fee applied under
the SCVHP at the time the fee is assessed. The City will then provide the monies to the Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Agency or otherwise fund nitrogen deposition mitigation activities consistent with the
strategies identified in the SCVHP. This mitigation fee would not be applied to the extent that the agency
(City of Santa Clara or tributary agency) demonstrates that a development project is in a jurisdiction that
already has a mechanism for full mitigation of nitrogen deposition impacts (e.g., coverage under the
SCVHP) or the development project has otherwise satisfied its mitigation obligation under CEQA.

Success criteria for management activities funded by the mitigation fee will be consistent with those
developed for and described in the SCVHP, which includes the establishment of quantified biological
goals in conjunction with, monitoring and adaptive management. Success criteria will include increasing
the diversity and relative cover of native plants and forbs and increasing the diversity of native plants. The
appropriate target increases in diversity and cover to be achieved will be determined by a qualified
biologist in consultation with the wildlife agencies, and will depend on the initial condition of the habitat
area to be preserved. Depending on the characteristics of the habitat area, success criteria may also
include occupancy of the habitat area by the Bay checkerspot butterfly at least four out of 10 consecutive
years of the permit term, consistent with butterfly criterion established for the four core habitat units of
the SCVHP.

Future Sea Level Rise and Flood Protection

Commentators on the DEIR raised several concerns about the proposed coastal levee and the manner in
which sea level rise is addressed in the EIR. Several comments assei’t that the EIR uses an improper
baseline in evaluating impacts related to flooding in Section 4.9, Hydrology: they assert that the baseline
used in the analysis assumes that the proposed levee that would be constructed under the Shoreline Study
is an existing condition. As discussed in the Master Response to ProposedLevee in the First Amendment
to the DEIR, this assertion is incorrect.

For reference, the City isworking with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California Coastal
Conservancy, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District to determine the feasibility and potential federal
interest.for a flood risk managelnent and ecosystem restoration project between Guadalupe River and
Coyote Creek under a project referred to as the South Bay San Francisco Shoreline Study. This study, may
result in the construction of a flood protection levee along the northern portion of the Master Plan
planning area (the proposed shoreline levee alignment currently under consideration by the Shoreline
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Study is shown with a red-dotted line in attached Figure 4: proposed General Plan 2040 Land Use
Designations). One or more of the above-mentioned agencies may also form a partnership with the
neighboring Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to coordinate restoration of Pond A18.

The EIR does not assume that the proposed levee is part of the existing baseline conditions. The EIR
correctly describes existing conditions with respect to existing flood protection facilities and the existing
level of flood hazard at the site and does not include the proposed levee in that description. Rather, the
levee is considered an integral part of the Master Plan that would be implemented in partnership with
other agencies and the EIR evaluates it as such. The City reasonably expects that the levee will be
implemented through the Shoreline Study; the City has been an active pm"ficipant in the Shoreline Study
effort for the past several years and a Draft Environmental hnpact Report / Environmental Impact
Statement for the Shoreline Study will be published in the fall/winter of 2013. In the event that
implementation of the proposed coastal levee is delayed or in any event until the proposed levee is
constructed or not constructed, ilnplementation of City’s standard floodproofing requirements coupled
with project design features identified in the 1st Amendment to the Draft EIR would ensure that the effects
of coastal flood hazards on proposed Facility improvements and other land uses on the Master Plan lands
would not expose people or structures to an unacceptable risk of loss from flooding.

Adequacy of Alternatives

Commentators raised concerns about the adequacy of the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR.
Specifically, they questioned whether the Draft EIR considered a sufficiently wide range of alternatives;
and they identified other alternatives (e.g., alternatives to specific WPCP improvements, a "WPCP
only/no economic development" and an "Environment, Ecology and Water" alternative) they thought
should be included in the EIR. A Master Response On Alternatives Analysis is provided in the First
Amendment to the DEIR and a brief summary is provided below.

Consistent with CEQA, the selection and analysis of alternatives focused on alternatives that would
reduce the severity of the significant impacts of the proposed Master Plan, would meet most of the project
objectives, and were feasible. Table 4.5-A in the 1st Alnendment to the Draft EIR lists all of the
alternatives considered for potential inclusion in the EIR, the source of the alternative, and whether the
alternative was retained for evaluation or eliminated. The EIR alternatives analysis considered potential
alternatives that were developed during preparation of the Draft EIR taking into account the .proposed
Master Plan’s identified impacts and alternatives suggested in response to the Notice of Preparation, as
well as some alternatives contemplated during the Master Plan planning process thatpreceded the CEQA
process. The EIR describes and evaluates alternatives retained for consideration in Section 7.3 (beginning
on page 7-3); Section 7.5 (page 7-33) describes alternatives considered but eliminated from further
consideration and the reasons for their elimination.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of
altern~itives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s objectives but would
avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. V~ith
respect to feasibility, factors that may be considered when addressing the feasibility of an alternative
include site suitability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, economic viability, and whether the proponent can reasonably
acquire, control, or otherwise have access to an alternative site. The scope of the alternatives reviewed
must be considered in light of the nature of the project, the project’s impacts, relevant agency policies,
and other material facts. CEQA does not require a lead agency to consider alternatives to every
component of a multi-component project. Under the "rule of reason," the lead agency may choose to
consider alternatives that reduce or modify some but not all of the project’s individual components
(California Oak Found. v Regions of Univ. of Cal. [2010]).
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Program- and Project-level Analysis

Several comments expressed concern that the EIR improperly deferred mitigation. Ahnost all the mitigation
measures cited in the comments expressing such concern pertain to the proposed Plant land uses
surrounding the WPCP operational area, and to a lesser extent the program-level WPCP improvements, all
of which are analyzed at a program level of detail in this EIR. As discussed in the Draft EIR, detailed
project information is not yet available for many of the WPCP projects analyzed at a program level of detail,
and the other Plant land uses are conceptual in nature and subject to substantial change. Consequently, it is
not possible to develop project-specific mitigation measures for program-level components at this time.

The Master Plan EIR serves as both a program and a project EIR for the Master Plan, which includes
proposed upgrades to the Facility and other uses of Facility lands. Several commentators raised questions
about the program- and project-level distinctions in the Master Plan Draft EIR and asserted that mitigation
measures in the EIR improperly deferred to future studies. The First Amendment to the DEIR includes a
master response focusing on issues concerning the adequacy, appropriateness, and organization of the
program-level analysis versus project-level analysis as well as deferral of mitigation.

For reference, a list of the Facility infrastructure and operational improvements, noting whether that
improvement is reviewed at program- or project-level in the EIR, is provided in DEIR Table 3-4:
Summary of Water Pollution Control Plant hnprovements. The economic development land uses
envisioned in the Master Plan are reviewed at a program-level of detail in the EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 provides for the programmatic environmental review of a plan or
program with multiple components (projects 0r actions) that are related either:

o Geographically,
¯ As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,

¯ in connection with the issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the
conduct of a continuing program, or

As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority
and having generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.

The programmatic elements included in the Master Plan meet these criteria. All proposed activities occur
within the same geographic area: the Master Plan planning area. The proposed activities were developed
under a common planning initiative (the Master Plan). Many elements of the Master Plan are logical pm~s
in a chain of contemplated actions (e.g., the various improvements to biosolids management are related,
and are a necessary precedent to ilnplementing economic development within the bufferlands).

The advantage of programmatic analysis is to allow earlier and more comprehensive evaluation of all
elements of the Master Plan, even though.the implementation of some elements may depend upon a
number of factors that cannot be estimated with certainty at this time. The evaluation of program-level
Master Plan elements provides a foundation of analysis to ensure that cumulative impacts are adequately
characterized, and that subsequent, CEQA-required impact analyses adequately delineate impacts and
apply mitigation. As stated in the Draft EIR, the City will undertake additional environmental review of
these elements prior to implementation, when more specific information has been developed. Subsequent
environmental documents prepared for these Master Plan components may be "tiered" from the Master
Plan EIR as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15152. In such cases, the Master Plan EIR may be
used to address the environmental impacts of the Master Plan as a whole, thereby allowing the subsequent
documents to address the more detailed, site-specific issues of the particular projects.
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As a project EIR, the Master Plan EIR evaluates at a greater level of detail the environmental impacts of
those elements of the Master Plan for which implementation is presently being considered and for which
the City anticipates that no further environmental document will be required under CEQA, assuming there
are no substantial changes to them, following certification of the Master Plan EIR.

As both a program and a project EIR, the Master Plan EIR provides a comprehensive review of the
overall nature and magnitude of potential environmental impacts that would occur under the Master Plan,
as well as a comparison of the effects associated with the five alternatives, so that the City can make
appropriate planning decisions about the alternatives and key components of the Master Plan. By
providing the public and decision makers withan opportunity to review and consider the reasonably
foreseeable environmental impacts of the Master Plan as a whole, prior to City Council decisions on any
portion of the Master Plan, the City is fulfilling two important goals of the CEQA process: (1) providing
for environmental r~eview and long-range planning disclosure at the earliest feasible time, and (2) avoiding
"piecemeal" review that could underestimate the environmental impacts of a project as large and complex
as the Master Plan. The City is also identifying issues of concern to agenci.es and other interested persons
early in the review process to help scope subsequent environmental documentation on program-level
elements. Thus, the approach taken in the Master Plan EIR is consistent with both the spirit and letter of
CEQA, which calls for EIRs to "be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process," to consider the
"whole of the action," and to provide a "good faith effort at full disclosure" (CEQA Guidelines Sections
15004(b), 15003(h)-(i)).

A full response to comments related to deferral of mitigation is provided in the Master Response on
Program- and Project-level Analysis in the First Amendment to the DEIR.

EIR Recirculation

The recirculation of an EIR is required when significant new information is added to the EIR after public
notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review but before certification. The term
"information" can include changes in the project or environmental se.tting as well as additional data or
other information. New’information added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5)

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the Final EIR for the Master Plan includes written
responses to all comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. As required by
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the responses in th.e Final EIR address significant environmental
points raised by commentators as well as comments on the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
comments received do not identify substantive inadequacies in the CEQA document that require
recirculation. The responses to the comments provide clarification and refinement of information presented
in the Draft EIR and, in some cases; correct or update information in the Draft EIR. No significant new
information has been added to the EIR since publication of the Draft EIR. For these reasons, the EIR does
not need to be recirculated.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

The community engagement process for the Master Plan has been extensive and spanned over five years,
since the March 27, 2007 meeting when Council accepted ESD staffs’ report analyzing the infrastructure,
planning, and financing needs of the City’s wastewater treatment facilities and provided direction to staff
to proceed with the development of a Plan for the Facility. The Facility Master Plan project team was
guided by the Plant Master Plan Steering Committee, made up of staff from the Facility’s two co-owning
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cities (San Jos~ and Santa Clara) and from the tributary agencies served by the Facility. The project team
also provided quarterly updates to the Treatment Plant Advisory Committee (TPAC) and San Josd’s
Transportation and Environment Council Committee (T&E) to obtain comments from elected officials.

During the three-year Master Plan process, ESD staff, with the assistance of consultants, developed a set
of technical components for the Plan, and three alternatives for the land use component. Through an
extensive public input process, one alternative was selected out of the thrde, and was recomlnended to the
Council as a "Preferred Alternative". The Preferred Alternative was selected because it best achieved the
following:

o Create an overall vision for the Plant and the Plant lands

o Identify future projects with estimated costs and construction timing

* Designate future land uses
~ Illustrate how to connect the community to the Bay; and,

* Outline a strategy to protect the Plant from sea-level rise

ESD staff developed the Preferred Alternative with extensive technical oversight, agency feedback, and
public and stakeholder input. In addition, ESD staff addressed comments from the Facility’s tributary

partners, including consideration of the Milpitas Guiding Principles for Plant Master Plan Reconstruction
and Land Use Alternatives.

Inviting stakeholder and community input on possible new land uses and proposed Facility improvements
has been a key part of the planning process. The Community Advisory Group (CAG), a service-area wide
stakeholder group of 20 community melnbers, Plant neighbors, and representatives froln interest groups,
have met 20 times, and three public input opportunities were provided in May 2009, May 2010, and
January 2011. There have been three phases of public input, in addition to ongoing input from the CAG:

1. May to November 2009: input was collected on colnmunity values for the Plant lands, and this input
was used to develop three land use alternatives.

2. May to November 2010: input was collected on the three land use alternatives - Back to the Bay,
Riparian Corridor, and Necklace of Lakes. The input was used to refine the alternatives into one Draft
Recommended Alternative.

3. November 2010 to January 2011: Community input was collected on the alternative selected out of
the three land use alternatives. This input was used to further refine it to the "Preferred Alternative"
recommended to the Council.

In April of2011, the City Council selected the Prefen’ed Technical and Land Use Alternatives for the
Plant Master Plan, and directed staff to proceed with the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the draft Plato The Draft EIR for the Master Plan
was circulated for public review from January 11, 2013 through March 13, 2013, which included the 45
day public circulation required .by CEQA and a 15 day extension requested by ESD staff to allow
additional opportunity for public input. The i 0-day circulation period for the First Alnendment to the
DEIR, which contains written responses to all comments made on the DEIR during the review period,
began on October 18, 2013.

In addition to the community engagement process described above, tlie property owners and occupants
within a 1,000-foot radius and the COlnmunity of Alviso were sent public hearing notices for the Planning
Commission and City Council hearings. This staff report has been posted on the City’s web site. Staff has
been available to discuss the proposal with interested members of the public.
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General Correspondence

As previously describe& the Master Plan outreaela was an extensive, mtd ti-year process that involved
stakeholders and community members in the shaping of the Master Plan, including the land uses proposed
for the Facility bufferlands. The proposed General Plan anaendment facilitates the implementation of the
land uses envisioned in the Master Plan and, as such, was commented upon by stakeholders and
community members during the Master Plan outreach process. Master Plan commnnity input summary
reports can be viewed online at: lilt            ov/Archive.aspx?AM1D-176

Separate from the Master Plan outreach process, some comments on the DEIR raise concerns about the
compatibility of the proposed economic development land uses on the Facility bufferlands. Those
comments are included and addressed in the First Amendment to the DEIR.

Conclusion

As discussed in this report, the subject GenerM Plan amendment is consistent with many of the Major
Strategies, Goals, and Policies of the E~tvision San Jose 2040 General Plan. If the requested General Plan
Amendment is approved, the land use change would allow [br the implementation of the economic
development, recreation, habitat, and open space                     ~ter Plan.

Proiect Manager:

OwnedApplicant:

Bill Roth Approved by:

City of San JosO
200 E. Santa Clara Stt’eet
San Jose, CA. 95113

uses idenlificd ira the Mas

Attachments:
I. Resolution Certifying an Environmental hnpact Report
2. Letter fi’om Eileen McLaughlin (Citizens Committee to

Complete the Refuge), dated October 7, 2013
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
SAN    JOSE    CERTIFYING    A    FINAL    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE SAN JOSEISANTA CLARA WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL PLANT MASTER PLAN AND RELATED GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT FILE NO, GP13-020 AS HAVING BEEN COMPLETED IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT

WHEREAS, pursuant to Title 21 of the San Jose Municipal Code, the City of San

Jose’s Environmental Services Department ("Applicant") on November 7,201 "I filed

applications for which an environmental impact report was required for the San

Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan and related General Plan

Amendment, File No, GP13-020 (the "Proposed Project"), concerning that certain real

property, hereinafter referred to as the "subject property," which project and subject

property are more fully described in that certain Final Environmental hnpact Report

("EIR"), entitled "San Jose / Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant Master Plan",

which Final EIR is made a part hereof by this reference as though fully set forth herein;

and

WHEREAS, pursuant to and in accordance with said Title 21, the Director sent a

copy of the Draft EIR to each public agency having jurisdiction by law over said

Proposed Project, advising such agencies to revieW and submit written comments, if

any, on said Draft EIR to this Planning Commission in the time and manner specified in

said Title 21; and

WHEREAS, the City received comments on the Draft EIR and prepared

responses to all comments that raised environmental issues, and those comments, the

City’s responses to comments, together with any resulting changes Io the Draft EIR and

additional relevant information are all included in a First Amendment to the Oraft EIR

which was completed and made available to the public on October 18, 2013; and

PC: 10/30/2013
Item No. 4,a. 1, 2 & 3
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WHEREAS, the Draft EIR, the First Amendment to the Draft EIR, and all the

appendices thereto comprise the Final EIR entitled "San Jose / Santa Clara Water

Pollution Control Plant Master Plan" referred to hereinabove; and

WHEREAS, the Director of Planning, Building and Code Eniorcement("D’~r.ctore ")

pursuant to and in accordance with said Title 21 has prepared and filed with this

Planning Commission the Final EIR, File No. PP11-043, relating to said subject

property, Proposed Project, and Final EIR; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to and in accordance with said Title 21, the Planning

Commission on October 30, 2013 conducted a hearing on whether the Final EIR had

been completed in compliance with CEQA, notice of which was duly given; and

WHEREAS, at said hearing, the Planning Commission gave al! persons full

opportunity to be heard and to present evidence and testimony respecting said Final

EIR.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION

OF THE CITY OF SAN JOSE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. This Planning Commission has read and considered the Final EIR

and hereby finds, determines and certifies that the Final EIR for said Proposed Project

has been prepared and completed in compliance with the California Environmental

Quality Act of t 970, together with implementing guidelines related thereto, all as

amended, and represents the independent judgment and analysis of the City.
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SECTION 2. The Director shall transmit copies of the Final EIR to the Applicant and to

the City Council.

ADOPTED and issued this 30~h day of October, 2013, by the followingvote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

NORMAN ~KLINE
Chairperson

JOSEPH HORWEDEL
Director of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
Planning Commission Secretary

NOTICE TO PARTIES
The tb~e within which judicial review must be sought to review this decision is governed

by the provisions of the California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6.



CITIZENS COMMITTEE TO COMPLETE THE REFUGE

453 l’ennes~ee Lane, Pa!o Al~o, CA. 94306 ............Fax 650,194-7540 \VW\V.CCClTe|hgC:0rg

October ?, 2013 Via E-mail

Joseph Horwcdel
Director
Planning, Ruilding and Code En/brccmcnt
Cit), of San _lose
joseph.horwcdel@sanjoSeca~gov

RE: Federal ShutdOwn potential constraint on pre-certification public review in #PPI 1-043
CEQA p~ocess

Dear Mr, Horwedeh

As you arc most certainly aware, as of the time t}fis is switten, the Federal Govcrmnent is m~der Shutdown
stares and \viii be until officials in Washington DC take action to end it. Among the innumerable outcomes
of float status is the fact daat no Federal Agency that has ov would participate on any active California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) project in San Jose is currm~tly unavailable and re,able to do so.

This letter specifically addresses this issue as it applies to remaining actions lbr CSj Planning File #PP11-
043, the San Jose-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility Maslcr Plan Project (Project)

The Citizens Committee to Complete the Reht,ge (CCCR) requests that the City of San Jose (CiLy, CSI),
formall)’ recognize that as long as the Shutdown is m place and laedcral Agencies that co~nmented cannot
review responses to DEIR comments, initiation ol~a lO-day period ofpuhlic review prior to this Project’s
Enviromnental lm pact Report (EIR) certit]Cadon camtot take place. Adjusthag schedules of tim Project’s
CEQA process due to the Shutdown will f~dfill floe CEQA Guideline that applies.

[4 CCR § 15088: Evaluation of and Response to 12omments.

(b) The lead agency shall provide a written prooosed response to a public agency on
comments made by ~ha~ public agency at least i0 days prior to certifying an environmental
impact report, (Edit: italics added)

CCCR also requests that this letter be placed in the Administrative P, ccord ot’ doe Project,

In her September 30, 201 3 Memorandum (attached) to the TranspDrtdtion and Environmcnl Committee,
Environmental Services Director Kcrrie Romanow lists a no-later-flaan-date of October 18,2013 as a date
Lhat would fulfill floe l O-day requirement prior to the currendy proposed certificaldon on October 30< That
sdacdule will violate CEQA if the final day of the Federal Shutdown is October 18m or later.

CCCR is aware float the LIS Fish and Wildlife Service (tlSFWS) is a Federal Agency that submitted hath

written and vcrhal comments on the Draft Ell{ of dfis Proicct. Further, the Draft EIR itself aclumwledges
the Project’s relationship to the LISFWS in its content For instance, in Section 4.2 Land use, n discussed
adjacent lands including the USlqVS-mauaged Don Edwards San Francisco Bay NaLional Wildlife Rcl\~ge

Page I 01"2



(4.2 1.2). In Section ¢.7, Biological Resources, the document mm:tions the LISFWS or the Relhge m
multiple discussions hmlusive of regulatory jurisdletion, CS] General Plan policy and inclnsion as a party of
reference in multiple mitigation measures. Clearly~ it is crucial tha: the City ensure that the LISFWS is
afforded, at minimum, I0 days to review responses published m the City’s First Amend mcnt to the EIR
That review opportunity can occur only aRer the Shutdown ends.

In summary, it is evident that the initiation of the prc-ccrtil~cation review period of this Project cannot
occur un dl the Shutdown is lifted and Federal Agencies are again fulfilling their responsibilities. In die
coming days, possibly weeks, decisions in Washington \viii detmqnine whether or not the Project’s cun’ent
schedule must be dmngcd,

CCCR is an all-vohmteer-run SOl (c)(3) nonprofit corporation that has its roots in the ci~zens who worked
to establish the Don Edwards Say Francisco [~ay National Wildlil’e Ret’uge. In the decades since. CCCR has
persistently advocated [’or the Rethge’s acquisition o1’ all lands within its Congressionally-approved
expansion bmmdary and [’or the protection o[. wildli[.e aaid habitats of the Rethge and o[’ the Bay’s existing
and historic intertidal zones generally. CCCR also sponsors or provides publications and programs for
adults and ym~th, encouraging infi>rmed enjoyment o1’ our Bay’s wildlife, wetlands and the Rethge itself.

Sincerely,

Eileen P. McLaughlin
Board Membm, CCCR

Florence LaRiviere, Chair, CCCR
Carin High, Vice Chair~ CCCR
Bill Roth, Planning Division,
Kerrie Romanow, Director, Enviri-mmental Services Division, CSJ

A~ACH: K, Romanmv 9130/13 Memo to the csJ T&E Cmnmittee re 10/07/13 Agenda Item (d)2,
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T&E AGENDA: 10-7-13
ITEM:

TO: TRANSPORTATION IMND
ENVIRONMENT COMMrIq’EE

FROM: Kerrie Romm]ow

SUBJECT: PLANT MASTER PLAN ADOPTION DATE: September 30, 2013

Approve~~ ,             Date

RECOMMENDATION

1. Recormnend to the City Council adoption of the Plant Master Plan [’or the San Josd-Santa
Clara Regional Wastewater Facility w~th modlfi attons to the Land Use Component
consistent with staff recommendations,

2. Recommend that this report be placed on the November 19, 2013 Council Agenda.

Adoption of the staff’-recommended land use scenario would replace the April 19, 2011 Preferred
Alternative land use component for the Plant Master Plan (Plan) with a land use component that
would maximize environn’tental features while still retaining the same economic development
opportunity, Adoption of the Plant Master Plan would allow staff to begin critical infi.astructure
improvement at the San Jos4-Santa Clara Regional Wastewaier Facility.

EXEC (JTIVE SUMMARY

The City has engaged in a ttn’ee-year process between the years 2007 and 2010 to develop the
P/an, This extensive process involved community and stakeholder input and tectmical analysis
and review~ The primary purpose of the Plan is to ensure San Jos&SantaClara Regional
Wastewater Facility (Facility), formally known as the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant, continues to wotect the public health and the environment, to support the region’s
economy, and to create a new vision for San Jos~’s South Bay shoreline.

The Plan has two components:

Technical Component: The technical component provides a roadmap for replacing the
Facility’s ag!ng facilities and i~ffrastructure, and consists of process changes mad long-
range capital projects tllat Mll enable the Facility to meet future regulatory requirements
and population demands using sustainable, energy-efficient, and cost-effective solutions.
The capital projects include odor control projects and a major change in the treatment aM
disposition ofbiosolids. The proposed new process would phase out the cun’ent need for
over 500 acres of open air lagoons and drying beds over lhe next 15 years. The new
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process of enclosing the txeatment and use of mechanical dewatering would shrink the
Facility’s operafion, al tbotpfint, and reduce odors enabling potential new land uses along
the South San Francisco Bay shoreline.

Land Use Component (Project): The land use component proposes a mix of new [and
uses on the Facility bufferlands and current biosolids processing area that include:
economic development with a focus on Clean Teeh and job creation; recreational uses
including trails and parks; enhancemen’t of uplm~d habitats; and restoration of habitats,
The tbcus of the extensive commu~fity stakeholder process was on a balanced plan that
would meet broad and important cormnunity goals like job and revenue generation,
~mprove Facility operations, and promote environmental stewardship.

Pursuant to the Calitbrnia Enviro~m~ental Quality Act (CEQA), a draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) was prepared and circulated in early 2013. The DEIR identified that the Plan
could have enviromnental impacts in areas such as txansportation, noise, air quality, biological
resources, hydrology, hazard and hazardous materials, water quality, aesthetics and cultural
resources, The DEIR, along with the 1st Amendment of the DEIR (collectively, the Final EIR),
is scheduled for hearing by tthe Platming Commission on October 30, 2013 for consideration of
celntification. The Council must first consider the Final EIR before taldng action on the proposed
Plan,

The DEIR evaluated reasonable alternatives to the April 19, 2011 Preferred Alternative to either
avoid or significantly reduce the envkonmental impact of the project. The DE1R examined five
alternatives, including a No-Project Alternative, The other four alternatives consisted of several
combinations of increased open space and reduced foo~rint of economic development, with jobs
ranging fi’om 6,700 to 15,400.

In response to tt~e eo~mnents on the DEIR received from various resource agencies and the
public, ESD staff evaluated several options that would go farther in addressing the concerns
expressed, With input from the Office of Economic DeVelopment and the City Manager’s office,
staff is recommending that Alternative 4: the Eastern Open Space Compressed Development
Plan be adopted, with minor modifications, as the new Land Use Component of the Plan. This
alternative proposes a land use scenario with a smaller development footprint but virtually the
same number of jobs compared to the April 19, 2011 Preferred Alternative, Economic
development would be lee ated along Highway 237 to promote visibility and viability. The
proposed new land use scenario would also meet fl~e goals of the Plan, such as job creation
habitat preservation, Tile details of Alternative 4 and its envh’onmental hnpacts m’e described in
section 7,3.4 of the DEIR, The Draft EIR is available online at
ht~://www, sm~ oseca,lZov/DoemnentCenter/View/10967.,

ff approved by the Council, the proposed land use scenario recormnendcd by staffwould replace
the Land Use Component cun’ently described in the Plan. Staffls not proposing may changes to
the Teclmical Component of the Plan. The Plan summary report: is available online at
http://environment.sanioseca. ~ov/DoetunentCenter/View/5604.
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The Facility selves approximately 1,4 million residents in the cities of San Jos6, Santa Clm~a,
Milpitas, Cupertino, Campbell, Los Gatos~ Monte Serene, and Saratoga While the Facility has
successfully served the community’ tbr 57 years, aging pipes, ptmlps, concrete, and electrical
systems need iramediate and long-range attention in order to continne those successful
operations well into the fiature.

On March 27, 2007, file Council accepted staff’s report analyzing the infxastructure, planrting,
and financing needs of the City’s wastewater treatment facilities and provided direction to staff
to proceed witla the development of a Plan t’or the Facility. InNovember 2007, Council approved
a contract with Caa’ollo Engineers to develop a Plan that would address the operational needs of
the Facility and potential development of the surrounding bufferlands through

The Plan prqiect team was guided by the Plant Master Plan Steering Cormnittee, made up of staff
from the Facility’s two co-owning cides (San Jos~ and Santa Clara) and From the la’ibutm3,
agencies se~-ced by the Facility, The project team also provided quarterly updates to the
Treatment Plant Adviso~3~ Committee (TPAC), and the San Jos~’s Transportation and
Environment Council Committee (T&E) to solicit policy guidance from interested stakeholders
tin’oughout the process,.

The following goals for the Plan were developed based on the principles of sustainability:
o Operational: To have a Facility that is both reliable and can respond to ehangit~g

conditions;
o Economical; To have a Plan that would maximize the economic benefits for ratepayers

ttu’ough cost-effective options;
o Enviromnental: To have a Plan that would improve the habitat in the bnfferlands, and to

miNmize potential impacts to the local and global ertvirornnent; and
Social: To have a Plan that would maximize cormnunity benefits through improved
aesthetics and recreational uses.

During the ttu’ee-year Plan process, staff, -with the assistance of C~u’ollo Engineers, developed a
set ofteelmical components for the Plan, and tlu:ee land use components. Through an extensive
public input process, one of the land use alternatives was selected, and recommended to the
Council as a "Preferred Alternative".

Staff developed the Preferred Alternative with extensive tecNaical oversight~ agency feedback,
and public and stakeholder input. In addition, staff addressed comments from the Facility’s
tributat3’ partners, and considered the Milpitas Guiding Principles .[’or Plant Master Plan
Reconstruction and Land Use Alternatives.
A critical component of the plmming process included participation and input from stakeholders
and the larger community on possible new land uses and proposed Facility irnprovements. The
public input oceun’ed tttrough ongoing input from the Community Advisory Group (CAG), and
althe tbtlowing times for certain subject matters:
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1. May to November 2009: input was collected on conununity values tbr the Facility Im~ds,
and this input was used to develop tin’co land use alternatives.

2. May to November 2010: input was collected on three land use alternatives, The input
was used to refine the Preferred Alternative,

3. November 20!0 to January 2011: Community input was collected, to fi.trther refine the
"Preferred Alternative" recormnended to the Council in April 2011,

In April of2011, the City Council selected the Preferred Teclmical and Land Use Components
for the Plan, and directed staff to proceed with the Environmental Impact Report (E1R) pursuan,
to the California Environniental Quality Act (CEQA) for the draft Plan,

The memorandum is available online at:
htt2o://w~v3.sanioseca,gov/clerk/Agenda!20 l 10419/20110419 0704.pdf

The Draft EIR was circulated For public review for 61 days from January 11 to March 13, 2013.
It is anticipated that the Final EIR will be presented at the Planning Commission he~ing on
October 30, 2013, for consideration of certification, pursuant to the CEQA process, Tb.e
memorandum to the Planning Commission and the City Council discussing the Final EIR will be
submitted under sepm’ate cover by the Planning Department,

ANALYSIS

The Land Use Component of the Prefen’ed Alternative contNned in the draft Plan includes
proposed new uses [’or the lands not already reserved for wastewater treatment or Facility buffer,
including commercial~ retail, and light industrial development; creating and/or restoring habitat
and natural corridors to support wildlife; and, a regional conmnmity park and trails to co,meet
the Bay Trail and meet future recreational demand,

Staff ;tow recommends Mtemative 4 with certain modifications.

Alternative 4 (Modified)
The DEIR identified four land use alternatives to the "Prefereed Alternative" selected in April
2011, The Alternative 4 -. Eastern Open Space Compressed Development Plan would eliminate
the Dixon-landing Road connection, and would limit economic development to the land south of
the Facility operational area fronting Highway 237, Staft recommends the following minor
modification to Alternative 4:

Increase Light Industrial use by replacing the Institute, Combined Industrial/Commercial, and
Retail uses with more acreage for Light Industrial use, since this is one of the most highly
desired job-types in the region,

Alternative 4 as modified represents a strategic opportunity to increase much needed jobs and
advance the City’s environmental goals, The modified Alternative 4 would allocate
approximately 1,155 acres of land for habltat ~d roughly 15% of that acreage or roughly 160
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acres of land for economic development. It is anticipated that thi’ough adjustment to the job mix,
the development would still generate approximately the same atunber of jobs as the "Preferred
Alternative" while tninimizing the footprint of the development by over 50 percent. Due to the
concentration of development in North 8an Joe6, maintaining economic development along
Highway 23"1 is hi ghly desirable to certain industries because that location offers maximnm
visibility and accessibility to the existing roadways.

A map comparing the modified Allernative 4 to the Preferred Alternative is provided as
Attachment A. A summary of land use m’eas of these ~,vo plans is provided as Attactunent Bo

Re&,ced Footprim
A modified Alternative 4 would provide opportunity to preserve flexible spaceothetwise
eliminated by the construction of the Dixon Lm~ding Road extension that was proposed for the
m’ea east and north east of the Facility operationN area. This area currently contains the Santa
Clara Valley Water Districffs mitigation area and the adjacent Coyote Creek. Alternative 4 as
modified would also reduce some construction-related dust, noise, and emissions relative to the
Project, since the footprint of economic development is reduced by almost 50 percent, Under
this alternative, some of the potential concerns raised hi the DEIR should decrease relative to the
Project, with the exception of potential transportation impacts due to the development,

Plant Master Plan Objectives
The modified Alternative 4 meets most of the objectives of the Plan, mad partially meets the
objectives of Transportation and Recreation, ff economic development is limited to the area
south of the Facility operational area, there would not be a need to construct a Dixon-Landing
Road emmeetion which would reduce enviromnental impact lo the area east and northeast of the
Facility" operational area. 8taft is also recommending that the h~stitute, a proposed partnership
between industry and education, be removed to preserve more of the existing development
footprint for jobs. Staffwi[1 explore other educational p,-u’tnerships.

- Er~vh’onmental Uses
The modified Alternative 4 would presmwe approxinmtely 1,1.55 acres of the Facility’s property
for habitat restoration. Habitat restoration would be implemented in partnerslfip with otlmr
entities such as the Santa Clara Val!ey Audubon Society, the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Conservation Plma (I-ICP), and the Santa Clara Valley Water District, The following habitat types
would: still be protected, created, or restored trader the.modified Alternative 4:

Bm.ro~vit,g gh4~l Habitat, Approximately 180 acres of grassh’md habitat west ofthe
Facility operation!l area would be protected and managed to support burrowing owls, a
California species of special concern. Staff recommends analyzing the various options
available to the Facility to provide for the long term maintenance and protection of these
lands for burrowing owls including, but not limi.ted to, inco~l~oration of ti!e lands into the
Habitat Conservation Plan area, and/or to meet any mitigation requirements in futm’e
pe.nnits required to hnplement the Technical Component.
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Riparian Habitat, Approximately 200 acres of riparian habitat adjacent to the Flex space,
including the habitat along Coyote Creek and a restored Artesian Slough corridor, wotfld
be provided.
Marsh/MMilats, Situated on the site in the location of the existing Pond A18, over 800
acres of salt marsh habitat and tidal areas adjacent to the Bay could be constructed to help
provide flood protection and restore a transition from the salt marsh habitat tba’ough
brackish to perched fl’eshwater wetlands and upland grasslands. This habitat would also
support special status species such as the dapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse and
provide Ire’go contiguous areas for these inhabitants.

Flood Prolection
As part of the Plan, Environmental Services staff has been actively coordinating with the Army
Corps of Engineers, the State Coastal Conservancy, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District on
the South Bay Shoreline Study project to determine the appropriate aligmnem for Bayside levees
to protect the Facility and Alviso From sea level rise and tidal flooding; and to ensure that lands
in the staff recormnended land use scenario are designated fbr future levee placement, it is also
anticipated that the restoration oral 8 will occur as pm’t of the Shoreline Proj eel.

Recreatio~al Uses
A modified Alternative 4 provides ~’ecr~at|onal opportunities’on land surrounding the Facility’s
operational area. These facilities could be developed in partnership with other agencies and
entities, as appropriate funding for these projects become available, Proposed facilities include:

, Trails. 9 miles of new trails and comaection to the Bay Trail.
¯ Park. A new 40-acre park with sports fields,
o Habitat Aretts. Access to the Fadlity’s Bay fi’ont for bird watching and hiking,

Phasi~Tg and Fiscal Informatiott
The development of the Facility lands proposed under the Plan is contingent on mm’ket demand.
In addition, futm’e development and availability of land would be contittgent on ensuring thaz the
infrastructure improvements at the Facility can adequately mitigate the el’feet of potential odors
on sensitive receptors and that development would not interfere with Facility operations,

Market conditions for industrial property have improved significantly since prior economic m~d
fiscal analysis was undmtaleen in 2008; [and values have increased in the area. Silicon Valley’s
teclmology and manufacturing industries are vital. Large cmnpus sites are highly desirable and in
short supply. The highway 237 corridor has been firmly established as a desired location [’or tech
and manufacturing users, Staff antMpates that up to 15,000 jobs could be supported through the
land use plan as proposed. Associated employee income would be directly infused into the local
economy and additional jobs and income would be indh’ec tly implemented fi’om the local
purchases of goods and smwices by the new business and employees,

At build-out estimated ground lease reve~me is projected to be between $10 million to $12,5
million annually, It is estimated that an additional $4 million to $5.5 million will be generated
ammally from associated property tax, sales tax, utility users tax, franchise tax, amongst other
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revenues, Substantial additional benefit wotdd be derived from the City of Santa Clm’a, the
County of Santa Clara, local school districts and the tributmy agencies, .

The economic analysis using the [MPLAN economic assessment model for Santa Clara County
showed that the total economic, impact of’this development, considering construction and
permanent economic, activity, is approximately $16.5 billion - a substantial benefit to the region.

The staffrecommended land use scenario is shown side-by-side with the original Preferred
Alternative as a conceptual map in Attachment A. An Executive Summary of the Draft Plant
Master Plan is provided as Attaclunent C.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

The steps in the Draft Plant Master Plan adoption process inolude:

Fh.stAmendment to the DEIR Circulation: The First Amendment to. the DEIR will include
response to comments received on the draft EIR and any rewsions to the EIR text. The
document is targeted tbr circul~ tion no later than October 18, 2013 for the statutory 10-day
public review period.

Certification of the Final EIR. The Plmming Commission public hearhag to certit~ the
EIR is tentatively scheduled for October 30, 2013. Prior to the Council’s consideration of the
adoption of the Plant Master Pltm, an gIR resolution will be brought Io Com~eil to consider
t~or adoption. This Council hearing is scheduled for November 19, 2013.

FormalApproval of�he PlantMastet’ Plan: The Plant Master Plan is intended to guide both
Plm~t infrastructure improvements and land use decisions for the next 30 years. Concurrent to
the EIR adoption, the Plam~h~g Commission and Council will consider adoption of the Plant
Master Plan.

General Plan Amendment, The land use principles incorporated in the Plant Master Plan
propose new uses in the lands surl’otmding the Facility, as well as new roads and trails. To
implement these land use .thnctions, the Envision 2040 General Plan need to be amended.
The amendment proposal will be brought fm~,vard to ~the Plmming Commission and the City
Council, concurrent to the certification of the EIR and adoption office Plm~ Master Plan at the
hearing dates mentioned above.

FormalApprovalJbr the Santa Clara Ci~ Councih As a co-owner of the Facility, the Santa
Clm’a City Council will also independently consider the Final EIR, and adoption of the Plant
Master Plm~, subsequent to San Jos6. City Conncil’s final action. The date scheduled for tkis
hearing is December 3, 2013, In addition, an informational memo about Plant Master Plan
Adop~.ion and the staff recommendation will be presented to the Santa Clara City Council on
November 12,2013.
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POLICY ALTERNATIVES

A#ernative #!: Adopt the Plant Master Plan with the "Preferred Alte~native" selected by the
Cottnell bt 2011
Pros: The Preferred Alternative selected in 20f l is the Project based on the collective input of
the stakeholders during the Plant Master Plan development process,
Cons: While the Preferred Alternative attempts to balance all interests, proceeding with the land
use component would reduce futm’e open space and habitat areas~
Reason for not reeommendlng: Decreases remaining flexible space for habitat, open space, job
developmenti or Facility expansion beyond the planning window.

Alternative #2: Select from Alternafl.ves 2, 3, or 5 tttat were analyzed in the DEIR,
Pros: Alternatives 2, 3, or 5 offer a range of options witll varying levels of development vs.
preservation of open space/habitat.
Cons: None of these alternatives would meet the goals of the Project to lhe fullest exte~lt

¯ practicable a~ modified Alternative 4.
Reason, for not.recommending: Limits either the potential tot’ economic development, or
reduces the amount of open space/habitat depending on the alternative.

AHernatlve #3., No Project,
Pros: Conditions at the site remain largely tmchanged.
Cons~ Facility reliability could be expected to decline. Odor control projects would not be
hnplemented, New jobs would not be implemented and new habitat would not be created,
Reason for not recommending: The no project alternative does not address any of the Facility’s
aging infrastructure needs~ the City’s economic development goals, or fo~ally designate any
areas tbr open space or habitat conservation.

PUBLIC OUTREACIt/INTEREST

~ Criterion 1: eR qutres Council a~tion on the use of public fua-~d~ equal to $1 million or
greater, (Required: WebsitePosting)

4" Criterion 2: Adoption of a new or revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City, (Required: E-mail
and: Website Posting)

[~] Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service delivery, programs, staffing that
may have impactsto co~mnunity se~wices and have been identified by st’,fff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach. (Required: E-mail, Website Posting,
Community Meetings, Notice in appropriate newspapers)

The DEIR was circulated fi’om January 13, 2013 through Mat’ch 13,2013, whMa included a
statutory public review period of 45 days and a 15-day extended review period. The First
Amendment of the DE]R will be circulated for a statutory public review period of 10 days,
Public connnents were accepted by the Plamaing Department dm’ing these public review periods,
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During these opporttmities tbr public input, approximately 50 comment letters were received
~rom US and State Resource Agencies, non-profit and environmental organizations, the
Tributary Agencies, neighboring cities, private property owners adjacent to the Facility and other
interested individuals. Public concern focused on land use issues, noise, hydrology and flood
control issues, biological resources issues, and technical issues related to the DEIR text. Staff
refined the Land Use Componeni of the Draft Plant Master Plm~ based on these comrnents.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office, the Budget Office~ Department
of P1 anning, Building ,and Code Enforcement, and the Office of Econon’tic Development.

FISCAL/POLICY A~LIG ~N1VI~. NT

Tiffs recolmnendation is consistent with lhe goals and objectives of the Envision San Joss 2040
General Plan and addresses critical infi’asta’ucture investment.

Not a Prqject, File No. PP10-069 (a), Staff Reports / Assessments / Annual Reports /
informational Memos that involve no approvals of any City Actions.

/s/
IG3RRIE ROM_AN OW
Director, Environmental Services

For questions, please contact Ren4 Eyerly, Manager, Sustainability and Compliance at (408)
975-2594,

Attaclnnents:
Attaclunent A: Comparison of Staff Reconnnendation and Pt~e~erred Alternative Map
Attachment B: Comparison of Staff Reconmaendation and Preferred Alternative Project Details
Attachment C: Plmat Master Plan Executive Summary



CITY OP ~¯ se, jos 
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

T&E AGENDA: 10-7-13
ITEM:

Memorandum
TO: TRANSPORTATION AND

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
FROM: Kerrie Romanow

SUBJECT: PLANT MASTER PLAN ADOPTION DATE: September 3’0, 2013

RECOMMENDATION

1. Recommend to the City Co~Jncil adoption of the Plant Master Plan for fine San Jos~-Santa
Clara Regional Wastewater Facility with modifications to the Land Use Component
consistent with staffrecommendations.

2. Recommend that this lvpol~ be placed on the November 19, 2013 Council Agenda,

OUTCOME

Adoption of the Staff-recommended land use scenario would replace the April 19, 2011 Preferred
AIternative land use component for’the Plant Master PIan (Plan) with a land use compgnent that
would maximize environmental features while still retaining the same economic development
opportunity. AdOption of the Plant Master Plan would allow staffto b~gin critical infi’astructure
improvement at the San los~-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility..

.EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The ~ity has engaged in a three-Cent process between the years 2007 mad 2010 to develop fl~e
Plan. This extensive process involved community ’and stakeholder input ’and technical analysis
and review, The primary purpose of the Plan is to ensure San Jos6-Santa Clara Regional
Wastewater Facility (Facility), formaily lmown as the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution
Control Plant, continues to protect the public health and the environment, to support the region’s
economy, and to create a new vision for San Josg’s South Bay shoreline,

The Plan has two components:

Technical.Component: The technical component provides a roadmap for replacing the
Facility’s aging facilities and infras~tructure, and consists of process changes and long-
range capital projects that will enable the Facility to meet future regulatory requirements
and population demands using susta.inable, energy-efficient, and cost-effective solutions.
The capital projects include odor control pr.ojects and a major change in the treatment and
disposition ofbiosolids. The proposed new process would phase out the current need :(’or
over 500 acres of open air lagoons and drying beds over the next 15 years. The new
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process of enclosing the treatment and use of mechanical dewatering would shrink the
Facility’s operation, al footprint, and reduce odors enabling potential new land uses along
the South San Francisco Bay shoreline,

Land Use Co~ponent 0Projec0: The land use component proposes a mix of new land
uses on the Facility bufferlands and current biosolids processing area that include:
economic development with a focus on Clean Teeh and job creation; recreational uses
including trails and parks; enhancement of upland habitatv; and restoration 9f habitats,
The focus of the extensive cormnunity stakeholder process was on a balanced plan that
would ~eet broad and important community goals like job and revenue generation,
improve Facility operations, and promote en-~irolmaental stewardship,

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a draftEn4iironmental Impact.
Report (DEIR) was prepared and circulated in early 2013; The DEIR identified that the Plan
could have environmental impacts in areas such as transportation, noise, air quality, biological
resources, hydrology, hazard and hazardous materials, water quality, aesthetics and cultural
resources. The DEIR, along with the 1st Amendment of the DEIR (collectively, the Final EIR):
is scheduled for gearing by the Planning Commission on October 30, 2013 for consideration of.
ce~"tificat[on. The Council must first consider the Final EIR before taking action on the proposed
Plan.

The DEIR evaluated reasonable alternative.s to the April 19, 2011 Preferred Alternative to either
avoid or significantly reduce the environmental impact of the Noj ect, The DEIR examined five
alternatives, including a No-Project Alternative, The other four alternatives consisted of several
combinations of increased open space and reduced footprint of economic development, with jobs
ranging fi’om 6,700 to 15,400,

In response to the comments,on the DEIR received from various resource agencies .and the
public, ESD staff evaluated several options that would.go farther in addressing the concerns
expi’essed, With input from the Office of Economic Developmen~ and the City Manager’s office,
staff is recolrm~ending that Alternative 4: the Eastern Open Space Compressed Development
Plan be adopted, with minor modifications, as the new Land Use Component of the Plan. This
alternative proposes a land use scenario with a smaller development footprint but vitq:ually the
same number of jobs compared to the April I9, 2011 Prefen’ed Alternative, Economic
development would be located along Highway 237 to promote visibility and viability. The
proposed new land us6 scenario would also meet the goals of the Plan, such as job creation and
habitat preservation. The details of Alternative 4 and its environmental impacts are described Jn
section 7.3.4 of.the DEIR, The Draft EIR is available online at
http://www. ~ani oseca, goviD oeumentCenter/View/10967.

If approved by the Council, the.proposed land use scenario recommended by staff would replace
the Land Use component currently described in thePlan. Staffis.not proposing any changes to
the Technical Component of the Plan. The Plan summary repo~ is available online at
h_ttp://environment, san]oseca, gov/D octunentCenteriView/5604.
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BACKGROUND

The’Facility serves approximately 1.4 million residents ’in the cities of San Jos~, Santa Clara,
Milpitas, Cupertino, ,Campbell, Los Gates, Monte Serene, and Saratoga. While the Facility has
successfully se~:ved the community fox’ 57 years, aging pipes, pmnps, concrete, and electrical
systems need innnediate and 10ng-range attention in order to continue those successful
operations well.into the future.

On March 27, 2007, the Council accepted staff’s report analyzing the infrastructure, planning,
and financing needs of the City’s wastewater treatment facilities and provided direction to staff
to proceed with the development of a Plan for the Facility. In November 2007, Council approved
a contract with Carollo Engineers to develop a Plan that would address the operational needs of
the Facility and potential development of the surrounding bufferlands through 2040.

The Plan project team was guided by the Plant Master Plan Steering Committe~, made up of staff
from the Facility’s two co-owning cities (San Jos~ and Santa Clara) and from the tributm7
agencies served by the Facility. The project team also provided qum~eflyupdates to"fl~e
Treatment Plant Advisory. Committee (TPAC), and the San Jos~’s Transportation and
Enviromnent Council Committee (T&E) to solicit policy guidance from interested stakeholders
throughout the proc,ss..

The following goals for the Plan were developed [~ased on the principles of sustainability:
¯ Operational: To have a Facility that is both reliable and can respond to changing

conditions;
¯ Economical: To have a Pl.an that would maximize the economic benefits for ratepayers

tlu’ough cost-effective options;
¯ Enviro~tmental: To have a Plan that would improve the habitat in the bufferlands, and to

minimize potential impacts to the local and global environment; and
¯ Social: To have a Plan that would maximize community benefits tlu’ough improved

aesthetics and recreational uses.

During the three-year.Plan process, staff, with th.e assistance of Carotlo Engineers, developed a
set ofteclmioal components for the Plan, and three land use components. Through an extensive
public input process, one of the land use alternatives was selected, and recommended t6 the
Council as a "Prefe~:t’ed Alternative".

Staff developed the Preferred Alternative with extensive technical oversight, agency feedback,
and public and stakeholder input. In addition, staff ad&’essed comments from the Facility’s
tributary partners, and considered the Milpi~as Ouiding Principles for.Plant Master Plan’
Reeonsttqaction and Land Use Alternatives.
A critical component of the planning process included participation and input from stakeholders
and the larger community on possible new land uses and proposed Facility improvements. The
public input occurred through ongoing input frgm the Co~mnunity Adviso~3rGroup (CAG), and
at the following times for certain subject matters:
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1. May to November 2009: input was collected on community values for the Facility lands,
and this input was used to develop three land use alternatives,

2, May to November2010: input was collected on three land use alternatives, The input
was used to refine the Preferred Alternative,

3, November 2010 to January 201 l: Community input was collected to further refine the
"Preferred Alternative" recommended to the Council in April 2011.

In April.of2011, the City Council selected the Preferred Technical and Land Use Components
for the Plan, and directed staff to proceed with the Environmental Impact Repolqc (EIR) pursuant
,o the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the draft Plan.

The memorandum is available online at:
http://www3,sanioseea:go v/clerk/Agenda/20110419/20110419 0704.pdg

The Draft EIR was circulated for publ!c review for 61 days from January 11 to March 13, 2013,
It is anticipated.that the Final EIR will be presented at the Planning Commission hearing on
October 30, 2013, for consideration of certification, pursuant to the CEQA process, The
memorandum to the Planning Commission and the City Council discussing the Final EIR will be
submitted under.separate cover.by the Planning Department,.

ANALYSIS

The Land Use Component of the Preferred Alternative contained in the draft Plan includes
proposed new uses for the lands not already reserved for wastewater treatment or Facility buffer,
inelI~ding commercial, retail, and light industrial de~relopment; creating and/or restoring habitat
and natural corridors to support wildlife; and, a regional community park and trails to connect
the Bay Trail and meet future reereationa,1 demand,

Staff now recommends Alternative 4 with eelXain modifications.

Alternative 4 (Modified)
The DEIR identified four land use alternatives to the "Preferred Alternative" selected in April
201 l, The Alternative 4 -, Eastern Open Space Compressed Development Plan would eliminate
the Dixon-laMing Road connection, an6 would limit economic development to the land south of
the Facility operational area fronting Highway 237, Staff recommends the following minor
modification to Alternative 4:

Increase Light Industrial use by replacing the Institute, Combined Industrial/Commercial, and
Retail uses with more acreage for Light Industrial use, since this is one of the most highly
desired job-types in the region,

Alternative 4 as modified represents a strategic oppol"mnity to increase much n’eededjobs and
advance the City:s environmental goals, The modified Alternative 4 would allocate
approximately 1,155 acres of land for habitat and roughly 15% of that acreage or roughly 160
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acres of land for economic development, It is amicipated that through adjustment to the job mix,
the development would still generate approximately the same number of jobs as the "Preferred
Alternative" while minimizing the footprint of the development by over 50 percent, Due to the
concentration of development in Nor(h San Jos6, maintaining economic development along
Highway 237 is highly des~r0ble to certain industries because that location offers maximum
visibility and accessibility to the existing roadways,

’A map comparing the modified Alternative 4 to the Prefen’ed Alternative is provided as
Attaclmaent A. A summary of land use m’eas of these two plans is provided as Attachment B.

Reduced Footprint
A modified Alternative 4 would provide opportunity to preserve flexible spa~eothelwise
eliminat.ed by the construction of the Dixon Landing Road extension that was proposed for
area east and north east of the Facility operational m’ea. This area currently contains the Santa
Clara Valley Water District’s mitigation area and the adj.acent Coyote Creek. Alternative 4 as
modified would also reduce seine construction-related dust, noise, and emissions relative to the
Project, since the footprint of economic development is reduced by almost 50 percent. Under
this alternative, some of the potential concerns raised in the DEIR should decrease relativeto the
Project, with the exception of potential transportation impacts due to the development.

Plant Master Plan Objectives
The modified Alternative 4 meets most of the objectives of the Plan, and partially meets the
objectives of Transportation and Recreation, If economic development is limited to the area
south of the Facility operational area, there would not be a need to e.onstmct a Dixon-Landing.
Road com~ection which would reduce enviromnental impact to the area east and northeast of the
Facility operational area. Staff is also recommending that the Institute, a p~roposed partnership
between industry and education, be removed to preserve more of the existing development
footprint for jobs. Staffwill explore other educational pat~merships.

Environmental Uses
The modified Alternative 4 would prese, rve approximately 1,15 5 acres of the Facil!ty’s property
for hal~itat restoration, Habitat restoration would he implemented in partnership with other
entities such as the Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society, the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), and the Santa Clara Valley Water DisMct. The following habitat types
would still be protected, created, or restored under the modified Alternative 4:

Burrowing Owl Habitat, Approximately 180 acres of grassland habitat west of the
Facility operational area would be protected and managed to support burrowing owls, a
California species of special concern. Staffrecommends analyzing the various options
available to the Facility to provide for the long term maintenance and protectionof these
lands for burrowing owls including, but not limited to, indorporation of the lands into the
Habitat Conservation Plan area, and/o!’ to meet any mitigation requirements in future
permits required to implement the Technical Component,
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Riparian Habitat. Approximately 200 acres of riparian habitat adjacent to the Flex space,
including the habitat along Coyote Creek and a restored Ax’tesian Slough corridor, would
be provided.
Marsh/Mudflats. Situated on the sit~ in tile location oft he existing Pond A18, over 800
acres of salt marsh habitat and tidal areas adjacent to the Bay could be constructed to help
provide flood protection and restore a transition from the salt marsh habitat ttn’ough
brackish to perched freshwater wetlands and upland grasslands. This habitat would also
support special status species such as the dapper rail and salt marsh hatwest mouse and
provide large contiguous areas for these inhabitants,

Flood16’otectton
As patqc of the Plan, Enviromnental 8e~wices staffhas been actively eoordlnating with the Army
Corps of Engineers, the State Coastal Censer#ahoy, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District on
the South Bay Shoreline Study Noject to determine the appropriate alignment for Bays[de levees
to protect the Facility and Alviso from sea level rise and tidal flooding; and to ensure that lands
in the staffrecommended land use scenario are designated for future levee placement. It is also
anticipated that the restoration oral8 will occur as part of the Shoreline Project,

Recreational Uses
A modified Alternative 4 provides recreational opportunltie.s on land surrounding the Facility’s
operational area. These facilities could be developed in partnership with other agencies and
entities, as appropriate funding for these projects become available. Proposed facilities include:.

, Tra~ls. 9 miles of new trails and commotion to the Bay Trail,
¯ Park. A new 40-acre park with sports fields.
¯ Habitat Areas, i~ccess to the Facility’s Bay fi’ont for bird watching and hildng.

Phasing and Fiscal Information
The development of the Facility lands proposed under the Plan is contingent on market demand.
In addition, f~ture development and availability of land would be contingent on ensuring that the
infxastructure improvements at the Facility can adequately mitigate the effect of potential odors
on sensitive i’eceptors and that development would not interfere with Facility operations.

Market conditions for industrial property have improved significantly since prior economic and.
fiscal analysis was u~dertaken in 2008; land values have increased in the area, Silicon Valley’s
tecbmology and mamffacturing industries are vital, Large campus sites are highly desirable and in
short supply, The highway 237 colTidor has been firmly established as a desired location for tech
mid manufacturing users, Staff anticipates that up to 15,000 jobs could be supported through the
land use plan as proposed, Associated employee income wouldbe directly infused into the local
economy and additional jobs. and income would be indirectly implemented fi’om the local
purchases of goods and setMces by the new business and employees,

At build-out estimated ground lease revenue is projected to be between $10 million to $12.5
million armually. It is estimated that an additional $4 million ~o $5,5 million will be generated
mmually from associated prope~y tax, sales tax, utility users t~x, franchise tax, amongst other
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revenues. Substantial additiona[ benefit would be derived fi’om the City of Santa Clara, the
County of Santa Clara; local school districts and the tributary agencies..

The economic analysis using the IMPLAN economicassessment model for Santa Clara County
showed that the total economic impact of this development, considering oonstl’uction and
pe~anent economic activity, is approximately $16.5 billion - a substantial benefit to the region.

The staffrecommended land use scenario is shown side-by-side with the original Preferred
Alternative as a conceptual map in Attactunent A. An Executive Summary of the Draft Plant
Master Plan is provided as Attachment C.

EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP

The ~teps in the Draft Plant Mister Plhn adoption process include:

Firsi Amen dmen t to ’the DEIR Circulation: The First Amendment to, the DEIR will include
response to comments received on the draft EIR and any revisions to the EIR text. The
document is targeted for circulation no later than October 18, 2013 for the statutory 10-day
public revie.w period,

Certificittion of the Final EIR, The Planning Commission punic hearing to cet~fy the Final
EIR is tentatively scheduled for October 30, 2013. Prior to the Council’s consideration of the
adoption, of.the Plant Master Plan, an EIR resolution will be brought to Council to consider
for adoption. This Council hearing is scheduled for November I9, 2013.

FormalApproval of the Plant Master Plan: The Plant Master Plan is intended to guide both
Plant infrastructure improvements and land use decisions for the next 30 years, Concurrent to
the EIR adoption, the Planning Commission and Council will consider adoption of the Plant
Master Plan.

~eneralPlan Amendment. The land use principles incorporated in the Plant Master Plan
propose new uses in the lands surrounding the Facility, as well as new roads mad trails. To
implement these land use functions, the Envision 2040 General Plan need to be amended.
The amendment proposal will be brought fol~ard to th~ Plamaing Commission and the city
Council, concurrent to the certification of the EIR and adoption of the Plan Master Plan at the
hearing dates mentioned above.

FormalApprovalfor the,Santa Clara City Councih As a co-owner of the Facility, the Santa
Clara City Council will also independently consider the Final EIR, and adoption of the Plant
Master Plan, subsequent to San Jos6 City Council’s final action. The date scheduled for finis
hearing is December 3, 2013. In addition, an informational memo about Plant Master Plan
Adoption and the staff recommendation will be presented to the Santa Clara City Council on
November 12, 2013.
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POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative #1: Adopt the Plant Master Plan with the "Preferred Altei’nafive" selected by the
Council in 2011 ’                                "
Pros: The PreferredAlternative selected in 20i, lis th~ Project based on the collective input of
the stakeholders during the Plant Master Plan development process.
Cons: While the Preferred Alternative attempts to balance all interests, proceeding with the land
use component would reduce future open space and habitat areas.
Reason for not recommending: Decreases remaiNng flexible space for habitat, open space, jog
development, or Facility expansion beyond the planning window,

Alternative #2: .Select fi’om Alternatives 2, 3, or 5 that were analyzed in the DEIR.
Pros: Alternatives 2, 3, or 5 offer a range of options with varying levels of development vs.
preservation of open space/habitat.
Cons: None of these alternatives would meet the goals of the Project to ihe fullest extent
practicable as modified Alternative 4. ’
Reason for not recommending: Limits either the potential for economic deve.lopment or
reduces the amount of open space/habitat depending on the alternative.

Alternative #3: No Project,
Pros: Conditions at the site remain largely unchanged.
Cons: Facility reliability could be expected to decline. Odor control.projects would not be
implemented. New jobs would not be implemented and new habitat would not be created.
Reason for not recommending: The no project alternative does not address any of the Facility’s
aging i~ffrastructure needs, the City’s economic development goals, or formally designate any
areas for open space or habitat conservation.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST

Criterion 1: Requires Council adtion on:he use of public funds equal to $1 million or
greater, (Required: Website Posting)

Crlterlon 2: Adoption era newer revised policy that may have implications for public
health, safety, quality of life, or financial/economic vitality of the City, (Required: E-mail
and Website Posting)
Criterion 3: Consideration of proposed changes to service deJivery, programs, staffing that
may have impacts to eommnnity se~Mces and have been identified by staff, Council or a
Community group that requires special outreach, (Required: E-mail~ Website Posting,
Community Meetings~ Notice in appropriate newspapers) ’

The DEIR was drculated from January 13,2013 flu’ough March 13,2013, which included a
statutory public reviqw period of 45 days and a 15-day extended reviewperiod. The First
Amendment of the DEIR wi!l be circulated for a statutory ~ublie review period of 10 days.
Public comments were accepted by the Plmming Department during these public review periods.



TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
Septelnber 30, 2013
Subject: Plant Master Plan Adoption
Page 9

During these opportunities for public input, approximately 50 commelit letters were received
fi’om US and Sta~e Resource Agencies, non.Nofit alid environmental organizations, the
Tributary Agencies, neighbol’ing cities, private property ov~mrs adjacent to the Facility and other
interested individuals. Public concern focused on land use issues, nbise, hydrology and flood
control issues, biological resources issues, and technical issues related to the DEIR text. Staff
refined the Land Use Component of the Draft Plant Master Plan based on these comments.

COORDINATION

This report has been coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office, the Budget Offme, Department
of Planning, BuiIding and Code Enforcement, and file Office of Economic Development.

FIS CAL/P OLICY ALIGNMENT

This reconm~endation is consistent with the goals and.objectives of the Envision San Yos~ 2040
General Plan and addresses critical infrastl’ucture investment.

Not a Project, File No, PP 10-069 (a), 8taffRepoI~s / Assessments / A~mual Reports/.
Informational Memos that involve no approvals of any City Actions.

/s/
Y,_ERI~E ROMANOW
Director, Environmental Services

For questions, please contact Ren~ Eyerly, Manager, 8ustainability and Compliance at (408)
975-2594.

Attachments:
Attachment A: Comparison of 8taffRecommendation and Preferred Alternative Map
Attachment B: Comparison of StaffRecommendation and Preferred Alternative Project Details
Attactument C:Plant Master Plan Executive Summary





LAND USE AREAS ASSOCIATED WITH

]?REFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVE 4

Alten~afive 41
.Eastenl Open

Space .
Proposed    Compressed
Project     Development

LAND USE

WPCP and Recycled Water Area; I~fflnent Release

P̄roposed Operational Area,
Recycled Water l~aciltties, Effluent
Release, Plant Buffer Area witli
Solar Power Facility (El-P1), and
Solar Pqwer Facility Area (EI~P2)

Habttat and Flood Protection

Levee and MarshflViudflat/Shallow 847Bay/Uplm’~d Habitat
Artesian Slough Idparlan Corridor 32
Fresh’rater wetland 35
Wetland Refinement Area 85
Owl habitat 180
Eastern Stormwater Channel 18

Sub Total 1,143

Eco~omtc Devblopme~tt

Light Industrial 258a

Institute 45
Office/R&D 23
Retail Commercial 16

Combined Industrial/Commercial 21
Road 64

Sub Total 327

Recreation

Recreation (commtmity park and 40
athletic facility)
Trails 22 miles

Education Center / Nature Museum 2
Sub Total 42

Other Land Uses

Flexible Space 247a

Easements/Frontage 37

Santa Clara Valley Water District 165
(SCVWD) Easement
Nine Par Landfill 90

S~tb Total 539
TO.TAL 2,674

618

847

32
61
35
180
18

1,173

11
21
81
5
11
31
159

’Modified
Altex~aafive

847

32
61
35
180.

1,155

.31

81
5
11
31
159

40 40

9 miles 9 miles
2 2

42 42

389 407
37 37

165 165

90 90
681 699
2,674 2,674

In order to meet the jobs target for the PMP (!5fl00 jobs), ~132 acres of the 247 total acres of Flexible Space, listed mlder "Other Land Uses", is
assumed to be developed as Light Industrial Flexible space may ultimately be proposed for light industrial, open space~ or other uses at a ~utttre
date.

Numbers may not total due to rounding. ¯





Plant Master Plan
The i~lant Masier Plan (PMp) development has
been.at!3tee.yoa? process baced on the. pdncipl.eo
Ofsusta!qabfli~, ~e pu~po~ ~s to develop a ten-
Ira! pla~in~ docume0t to gg~de.lmprovement~ to
. the San J0~e/SaB~a Clara Water Pollution Contr61
Plant ~VPCP or Piano over the next..30 yezra
(throughthe year 20~0). ~e Master PI~ ~vem
(he facilltles~ processes, and land uses within’ the
2,68~.acre bounce~ of the Plaat~ includh~ the
fomaer o~lt pond A18.

The Master Plan does not address the oanitary
sower colleetion system~ st0rmwater e011ection~ wa-
te~efficlen.~y pf0gmm~, 0r a~W area outside of the
Pleads property. It does; however, consider several

¯ water ~reatme!~t capaeky~ level0f tree\me\it, and
SeleCted technologies; The~e fac~bfs include: contmu~
nlty.c0neerns ¯regarding adjacent land u~e~l potential
~a~pacts of Upstream stormwo~er diversion; recycled
water detained; water c0nseFvat~onl ~lpstteam source
reductlons; and climate ehat~ge~ among other~,

The Master Plat~ is a comp~ehensDep[atmtng docu-
ment that haeorporates the values 6f ~:l~e broader
Community and the publ!c, and Inehi~lesi ’

An overal[vlslon for the futur% which ipcludes
the goals andobjec[ives f0 achieve that ;.,islon,
Idemiflcad0n and deyelopment Of future projects,
e~tlrpated costs, and. establishment of the ~eed and
tlmit~

- repair/replacement 0f aging ti~fra~tructurei

- new facilities to accommodate planned ,
growths and

- new i’actl!t!es to lneet existing and future regu.
latory requlrements,

° An Implementation Plan~ tncl~!ding a Capital
improyement PIa~x (CIp),sd~edu!e., and cash. flo\v
analysis.

¯ A 10ng.range Land U0.e P!an that.balances eco~
n0m!e.development, env!ronment~[ restoration,
and recreational opportunities,

The Plant’s future operatl0nlsbothdetermine th~
apace available oti the Plant lahds fornew uses ~ind

’ what use0 will complemetxt the Plant’s operation, s,

F.XII.CUT!VE SU MMA~/Y ~



The Piant’8 potential to provide clean water, excess

heat~ and 10W.cost energT nmkes the Plant lands an
optima! ~ite for !ndUstrial deyelopment, The Plant
lands’ pr0xlnfi~/to the San Francisco Bay and 10ca.
tlon betweed the Guaddupe River and Coyote Creek
pmvMes the reg!6n with a ra(e opportullity tO create
and protect .threatened habitats and connegt the
gI0nal trall.~y~tem, The.Plant Master Plat~. provides a
bit~p~ipt for how these "~e.ty different uses era, .thrive
or~ the Pla!~t.[~nd~ While.protecting .tl~e P!ant.’s waste.
wa(er trdatni~nt operations, orte of the region’s most
vital infrastructure ~.ssets valued at over $3 billion,

Stakeholder input was integral in
shaping d~e direction of the Master
Plan at~d its outcomes d~rough0ut the
planning process The stakeholders
cluded the San Jo~6 City Council, th~
City of Santa Clara and the ~’ibutary
agencies, nearby ~mmunkies, partict-
patlngagencfesi a Plan! .Master Plan
Steering and Executive Committee,
an independent Technical Advisory
Stoup (TAG),’and a Community
Advisory Stoup (CAG),

2: Plant Master Plan Process
The master plan process generally consisted of five
phases: 1) defining the major gdals, objectives, and
master planning requirements inc[udh~g existing
background setting and anticipated future needsl 2)
brainstorming a wtd~ range of solutlons~ and tdet~ti~-
lag’conceptual alternatives, Mth screening to select
viable alternatives; 3) developing viable alternatives;.
~t) eval(latlng Viable alternatives; and 5) developing
the recomuiended program. Tl~ese five phai~es were
incorporfited into an o~,drall alternatives develop.
meat process, The environmental documentation
associated with the completion of this Plant Master
Plan will be completed in eat’ly 2013,

¯ Internal Stakeholders
The project kicked offin 2008 with a
series of raeetings with staff and teeh*
nlcal experts iri wastewater~ nati~tal
systam~, and innovative land uses, to    ’ "
explo~’e the an:tire range 6fposslbil[tlesf0r thePlant
and the Plant lands. Tl~e~e coneep~s deve!gped irt a
brainstorming workshop helped establish the ove~all

¯ goals and objectives for the Plan, Tl~e specific tech-
nologies and land uses were filtered through a fatal

flaw analysis and th~ oyeral! City of San.Jos6 and re-
glona[l~nd use goals. These foundationhl Workshops
allowed staff to begin the communlty engageni~nt
process with Viab[e"0per~tlonal and land use concepts
to ensure the highest quality input,

Costa And
compatibility

Evaluation

, Ta~hnloal
¶ Eoonol~11o ..:
, Envlronl~enlai
¯So~lal

Community Moii]!ng          community Moo!lag C6mmilnlly !y!ff.e!ing
Commtmlty Advlsoly Group and Stakeholder Engagement

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Community IV~e~ings
Inviting stak~holder and community Input on possi-
b!e. ngW i~nd uses. and proposed Plant improvements
has been a key partof the planning process, To date,
there have beet{ three phases Of public Input; .
¯Ma~ .tO N6vember 2009, Input wa~ collected or~

communltyvalues for the Plant !andsi and thts
i.r)putwas used to develop thee land use altema-
t~eol

~ May t0 Noyembe~ 20!0, tnput.~as .cbllee~ed on.
the threehi~d use alternative8 - Bac~ ~o ~he Bay~
Ripaflan Con’ido~; and Necklace (~h~, The input
xvas ~sed t6 refine the alternatives into one Draft
Re¢o~ended Alternative; at~d

o November 2010 to Januarf 20!I, Input ca ti!e

Draft Re~omolet!ded ~ternadve was.~lleeted
arid u~ed to develop the Recommended Preferred
Altematlve.

Ci~ staff hao prepared Input Summaw Reports that
include all eomme~ts received and.are nv~ihble at
Www, rebulldtheplnnt,or~

Community Advisory Group. (CAG)
Th~ CAO was formed In Fall 2008 to provide

~i~tent ~!~}nl~[~ perspective ehrotlghout.~e Plant
Master PI~ devdopment. CAG members b~ag
e~l~e’rtise In educatlon.~ envir0tmaent, buslnes~ ~ree~
reatton, and ~mmunlt~ activism, and repc~ent the
Phnt’s tributary cities. The CAG met over 20 times

On~ of three TAG meeting~ in procesSl~

to ldendfy the appropriate ske and location of differ-
ent land u~es, and also discussed the impact of tech-
rdeal !ssues, such as odoi" and htosolids options.

Technical Adviaory Group (TAG)

Expert~ from the wast~Water industry met at three
key milestones.dr the Plan’s development to I~oth
helpdirect the ¢o~su[tant teiatn.towards new~ Innova,-
tire technologies and approaches, and also to review
th~ consultant team’s work and assumptions. The
TAG reco~nmended an~lysts of upstream interven-
tion, resource recover, and greater emphasis on odor
cdntrol,

Coordination
Project staff have sought input from regulators who
oversee Plant operations and lands throughout the
project, These agencies include: US Fish and Wildlife

Servlce~ US Army Corps of Engineers~
EPA, cA. Department of Flsl~ and
Game, State. Coasta.l Conservancy,
Bay Conservation and Development
Comml~sion~ SF Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board, and the Santa
Clara Valley Water District,

VA(31e nllI0\San/os ~7897~3 II\ln d d~5,1| I| ElCetSU m,ladd rCv3/17]ll
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Plant Master Plan Goals and Objectives..
The following goais were developed based on principles of 6ustalnability.

The following i5 objecdve’s guided the development of the recemmended alternatives|

.Pro!~¢t-the env!ronmen~, pul~lic health, and safety
through reliable wa.steWater tleatment that.can

ae~mm~date popidati0ngrowt~and ~t f0re~ee-
~b!e futgre regulations.

Ma~imlze the Iong.~nge efficient use of the Plant’s
exi, tlng faC~!ia~ and reduce the’footprint 0f the
ex!sring blo~oltds ~eatment a~a.

Mahat~ln cost-effective Plant.operations and com-petidve sewer r~t~S thrg~gh enh.anc~d’ operations

fl~bil~ty, ~fid rlg0rou~ evaluation ofne~ t~hnolo.
gles. ’

Reduce visual~ noise/and odor impacts from Plant
0Pgrati0ns to tielghboring land uses to the extent
practicable.

Promote additioixal resource reeo~ei~i from Plant
operations by stipp0~th)g ~�¢yg!ed W~ter prodttc-
tlon, increasing bl0gfi~ produ~fl0a, aiad diversifying
btos01id8 reuse options.

PUt~ie ener~.selfsuflleiency and reduced freer/-
h~Use gas efi~ls~ions by promoting renewable
energygeneration, h~cre~cd egergy efflelency~ and
enclosed biosolidsproce~ing.

Allowfor the beneficial use of Plant effluent
through multiple effluent release pc~ints and cre-
ation of freshwater habitats.

Allow for complementary ecoqomtc development,
that enhances job growth, generates revenu% pro-
vides for partnerships with edu6adotial tn8tkutlons,
ahd suppdrts ihe regonal g~th of the Clean Teeh

tndustw,

~cate eeo~mlc deVelopmeht on pl~t.lm~d~ to ’

Protect the ~mall~tm~ti chnractdr of th¢~v~o Vil.

!ng lnt~reShnected ~at!s. t~ the Bay~ envi~mnental
education, and add~s~g regtonaire~re~donal

I~ partner~hlp with other agenele~,
h9~i~,’.afid/0~ restore habitat, ifielt~dhg upla0d
arCaq/.w~tla~ds, and fipatlan vegetaflodnear creeks,.

~10w.for Pond A!8 t9 provide water quaitw, .eco-
system benefits, and flobd control benefit~ .

Promote access to recreational, edueati0tial~ and
economic developmen~ uses by ~p?6vtng transp0r.

t~don ~nnectl0~ t~0hgh thePlant ia~ds.

in partnership with 6ther agencies, protect the

lecel

’~ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Anticipated Future Needs/
Project Triggers
In the fimt phase of the 9~oce~s, t~e project tea~
hwestigated the ~is,ting background ~etdng and
anOcipated future need,. For the Plant’s operatiom
this involved aualy$is of over lO~ process data
points, 30-Fear population p’mjecdons~. �ondiU~n of
existh~gfa¢ilifles, and eme~gh~g regulations. Unlike
other typical mBster phns, thea~lysis d~owed that ’

P~olectod Flowe

log5     2000    2005     20!0     2015     2020     2025     2030     2035     2040
Yaar

Llgh~ blue indicates projected 55-inch sea-level ri~e. "

thts Master Plan is not flow driven. In addition, the
analySti yielded the following project triggers.

CrRleai Condltlon: risk of failure 0fa yttal factlity
or process requires repairs/rehabilitation,

Regulatory Requirement: future regulatoryre~
qt|lrements requi~e adjustments or new processes,

Econoinfe Benefit= opportunities to save operating
costs~ induding energs,,

Imptoyed Perfomxmnee Benefit: process.improve-
ment~ to increase reliability and reduce risks.

Policy Decision: Improvements Based on pol{cy
direction.

..Major Benefits of the Plan

Addresses Aging Infrastructure

The Plant wm bullt in 1956 to treat the wastewater
from food cannetq.es and raw sewage from residents
and buslnes~es that was being dutuped directly into
the Bhy. Major upgrades in the 1960s and,1970S, in
response to water quality regulations, helped make
~he P!m!t’s discharge even.de~ner.Tod~y, n’mch of
th~ Infrastructure a~ the Plant ts more tl!an 30 ),ears
old, well beyond its deslgttllfe. The Plant Master
Plan began after an asset study found $1 billion in
infrastructure needs just to rebuild the existingPlant
faeilltie~, without~ looking at future needa and tech-
aology upgrades.

The faeilRiqs"Wfl] be rebuilt to pray[d6 more efficient
and e0~t-effeeiive treatment bY uti!izing new te~h-
n6lo~ies and makimt~ing the uS~ of the existinginfi’ao
structure where pos~ible,

0% lO% 20% ~o% 40% " 5.0% e0%

Nearly 5o percent of !he Plant facilities are over
30years old.

EXECU’rlVE SUMMARY



Improves Treated Water QuahW

Improved Nntrtent Removal - Nitt.’ogen is a natural
part 0four envkonment, but too much nitrogen (tn
the form of n!trates~ and ammonia)/n a body of water"
may eausethe marine habitat to degrade~ Much of
the !iit~ogen in the ~ya~tew~(er is a!rcady removed tn
d~e Secondary treatment process, Th~ Plant current~
ly meets.p~m~lt reqtt|rements for n!ti’ogen.removal,
Denltrificadon f!!ter~.are an efl~t!ve techno!ogy in
remov[ng.to~a! n!t.t0gen that.~an be added !i~ the tip
ttlre if.!iniitS become more strlnget~t,

Abtl!ty to H~ndiePenk Iqows .Even thouga an-
treated rahawater flows dt~gCtly to tl~e Ba~, (hr0t~gh
s~grmdrahi~, the flow~ to.tl~e P!an.t.lticrease signifi-
cantly durhags~orm everett, TheP!ant has already
laves ted.lrt awet weatlier tel!ability project d~at
pi~ovides~6r storage of raw sewage wher~ aieeded,
The Plhnt M~ster Plan recomiaends imprOVing this
storage basin as well as expanding the headworks
at~d addlt)g additional storage to handle increased ¯
seasonal flmvs;

OV techno!ogy
IS gaining wide
acceptance i~

the wastewater
~ndusto~.

tobracklsh to fre~h~vater marsh was identified as a
significant opportunity tn the Baylands Ecosystem
Habitat Goals Prolect developed by scientists for the
Bay Area tn 1999.

Addressing Contaminants ofEmerglng Concero
. Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CECs) are
po!lutiint~ not current!yregulated or included Itl rou-
tine monltorlDg but may be.regulated in the future.
Ultraviolet di$it~fectiou in combination with peroxide

¯ has been shown to neutralize CECs and is reco~x.
mended as one of the potential technologies to be
evaluated for future tmpleme~tatiom

reritly discharges to the Bay at on~ !0cat!on
- Artesian Slough, hi the pash thisdischarge

was d~ough! tO 50avert saltmarsh to fi’eshwa-
ter marsh, The Plant Was therefore required to
malatata summer discha.t~ge flows below 120
million gallons per day, To bettqr diStrib[!t~ the
Plant’s’Constant supply 0f ~eshwater h~(o the
South Bay, three discharge p0itits are proposed:

o Restored Artesian Slough riparian areal

o Freshwater wetlands discharging to the Bay;
and

o \Vet,weather overflow to the Bay,

Freshwater wetland~ are an important habltat ha
the South Bay, Restoring a transition from salt

Tu!’ns Wastewater into Usable Energy~
Byproducts, and Recycled Water

Blogas. The Plant already produces blogas aad
uttltz~a landfill gas (both are methane sources) to
generate electricity! which would be gerterated in
the future by gas turbine ger~erators and fuel cells,
Alternative energy teclmologies~ like solar, are being

Improved
technology and
additional feedstock
will help the Plant
generate most of
lhe power needed to
meet its dem an d,

20
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Overa lOOmiles
Of recycled water
"purple"plpes have
been installed In the
se~vlce area,

comidered to help the Plant become fully energy 0elf
sufficient and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Blosollds - Major changes include:

improving the dlgestero’ mixing technology will
increase methane production. It is possible to en-
hanee the. methane produetlon ha the digesters by
adding fats, oils, and gtease (FOG) and food waste
to the digester~,

The Plant curcently send~ all of its dried hto~olids
to a nearby landf’dl as "alternative dallyCover." "
Creating more disposition options for blosolids,
like composting or land application through the
u~e of ~iew dewaterhg nnd drying technology, will
allow the Plant to produce a u~able product for
agriculture.

New technologies also enable the use ofbi0mlids
as a fuel source in a waste.to.energy fac!llty,

Recycled Water - The Plant cuirentiy
about 10 "percent of~ts flow for use by industrial and

Biosolids dewaterlng and drying transition,

Phagh~g out the exisllng blosolids lagoons and drying
beds will reduce off-site odor Impacts,

lactdscaplng customers h~ San J~, Santa Clara, and
Milpka~ as pan o.f the South Bay Water
pr0~r~m, ifi: pattne~~hip.~i~h the Santa Clara Vall~
Water D s~lch an Advanced Water Treatment

prO@. the qunlk~ of recycled water nnd prOVide fO~.
Mak~0~t appileaflon~,:~P!ai~t Ma.st~r P[afi
se~es !aiid.for expnfi~!on of thi~ faeitiw in the

To ~du¢~ odois in the r~gi~a,.~the plan~.bks both
ch~tiged its ope~’nfio~ai praedc~ ~nd 1~ al~0 plnnnlng
to participate in a m~onal odor stud~ with neighbor.
ing facilities, Fu~herm0re, the plant Ma~ter Plaa.pro.-
poses to cover and ~enti!ate selected process tanks as
the~ are r.ep~ired 0r replaced, nnd to ~eat the air to
further reduce odors, ~e )~aost significant edit’con-.
~ol modifications ~.ill Include c0nver thag ~e :lagoons
mad d~lng bM#.t0 meel3anleal d~watedng and d~"
i~. As a result, the bhsollds pc0qessi~ 0ten reduces
from app~oxlmately 500 to 200.acres,Thls ~s the larg.
e~t individual project over the next 30 years, a~d w~ll
enable ~e proposed land uses,.

EXECUTIVE SUMMAFI¥ I~
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as.Year Oapltal Improvement Plan
at 2% E~=alatlon ($ Million)

Land Use Alternative
The Plant Master Plan reserves approximately 400
acres for Plant operations which includes space for
potential processes needed beyond 2040 and appro.
prlate buffer to neighboring uses,

The land use plata utilize0 the land not used for pro-
tess treatment needs. All of’the potential land uses
will require their own funding sources.

Approximately $1,4 billion will be spent on repair and
rehabilitation of the existing facilities,

Implementation Plan/Costs
The Plaint MasterPlan proposes a $2.2 billion (annu.

al eicaladon at 2 percent) ~Q.year cap!t.a! hnprove,
ment program (CIP) that ificludes.~mprovements to
every pi0ceSs area of the Plant, adds odor control to
Impacted processes, i’eloeateS m~d redtices the blosol.
lds dewaterlng and drying proTess, i~nd address6S
tute regulations. A detailed.lmplementatlon plan and
cost brealcdown is presetited at the erid this executive

~unltnat3,.

The Plands technical alternatives ~,¢111 be funded by
ratepayers over the 30 year# througha c6mblnation
of rate inereases and bondsr Plant staff will conthiue
t~.aggressively p.~r~ue fedcra!.~nd state grants, but

~ts r~Venue s~r~am.ca~n6f he. guaranteed Projected.
rate..ln~rela~.es Wilt h~ d.et~m~iticd b~, each partner
agen¢~ based on their own rate structure require-
ment~, Boqdtng o.pttot~ will also be anfil~zed.

Economic Uses

The Plant lands provide a unique opporttmity to
build and grow iaew industrie~ for the region. About
300 acres are allocated to a mix of retail, office,
and light industrial uses. These proposed develop.
meats can provide over 17,000 iobo, and can gener.
ate revenue for the Plant and its partner agencies.
The Plant Master Plan also Includes 45 acres along

Itecdmmended f~¢ure

land use: clean tech
tilanufactudng.

Recommended future
land use: h~stitute.



Hlghw(~y.237 tO allow for.a clean ti~eh ~nd water in,
sfltute that could be an incubator and demi~nstration
facl!it~ for Water, feinted techt~o!~gtes. This presents
a Signlflcant oppoitunky to de’clap a public,private
tyarmership.

The type and extent of development will.be depen-
dent on market demand, and build.out of the area
is pot expected until the end of the planning period
(2040).

The imprOVed site circulation plan, when coupled
with a proposed 16 miles of I~rail~, wlll~llow unprec-
edented access to the Bay and connect ~i vital seg-
ment of the Bay q~ail linldng Sumwvale to Fremont
through Alvlso and the Plant.

These trails will link existing and proposed educa-
tional areas, |ncliiding: Don Edwards Sail Francisco
Bay National Wildlife Refuge Edu~atlon Cente}
isting), a 40.a’ere park With ball fields (proposed), the
clean.tech water Institute (proposed), nature muo
seuta (pro06sed), and a boardwalk nature tta~l (pro.
posed). Tl~ese recreational uses laave been planned
with input from the tegion~l park~ departmems.

Recommehded future land ose: mud

t~ecommended future land use:

Envlronmental U~es
The recreational areas also conriect enhanced and.
re~t0red area~ of the Plant lands,Th~ Plan proposes
habitat for the endangered California Cl~pper Rail
and the Salt Match Harvest Mouse along with the
Western Burtowlng Owl, a species of special concern.

The habtta.ts along the Bail open water! mudflats,
and marsh, could provide addid0rialproteetlon

from the threat often,level fise~ These land uses
have ~een ,carefully
planned wkh input
from reso~arce agen-
cle~.~ the Santa .Clara
Valle~ Water District
the Don Edwards San
Francisco BayWildl!fe
Refuge, and the Army
Corps of Engineers.
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Improving Circulation Around and
Through the Plant Lands

The Plant Master Plan proposes connecting Norteeh

Drive tO Zanker Road, Thls road is proposed to be
exte.nded north to Dixon l_znding Road(An ad.
ditional.c0fineetion between Zaaker. Road and
McCarthy Boulevard (partially On Plant lands) would
also increase access opp0itunltles, The~eroad con.
neetl0ns would also provide btcyele arid pedestrian

Economic benefitsofthe
Proposed Land Use Alternatives
Ttie development Of the Plant!and.0 under the Plan is
contingent on marke~ demand, In addition to market
demand~ phasing of the developmen.t and avail.
ability of land Will depend on the tnfrastrttctt~re
Improvements at the Plant to control odors and
change the solids processing technologies,

At build-out, the positive fiscal h~apact is project-
ed to be $1,1 million based on property and sales
tax revenu% with substantial additional benefit
to Santa Clara County and local School Districts.
The annual projected ground lease revenue 0t
build.out is projected to he $10,5 million, The
timhg of infrastructure caphal tnyestment pre-
tties the devdopment of the land and potential
re~n!ting revenues, T!)erefote, r~venue~ at build-

out.haYe thg p0ieatial to ~ffs~t future ope~at~g
~ad m~inte~n~ace ~0Sts fo~ the Pl~at but do not
offset t~e capital !nve~tment included in the

Pl~t Master Plan.

The economic analysis showed that the total ace.
heroic impact of this development~ considering
construction and permanent economic activity, .is
nppmxl!~ately $16,5 bill.lea, a substantial benefit to
the region,

DIXON

Landuseplan

enhancedalto
circulotion.

Oily of San aoe~

ProJeoled AnnuGI Ravenue at Bulldout 2040
($ Millions)

6m~ta Clara County

Projected annual revenue at build-oul:
$1o $12

I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
V=\¢ll~ntaO\Sa n 10 ~e\71197\~J] I|~lndd~.!tl 1Exe¢~ um,lndd Idv]llllll



9: A Sustainable Plan

Operational:

o Defines the future footprint of the Plant,

o Provides for reliable wastewater treatment service for the next
30 years,

o Redu~s odor emission sources.

~" Protects the Pleat f~m ~eMevel rise,

~onomlc~l:

~ ~lows fo~ 300 ~cres ofcleantech, environmentally,sustainable
developmen[.

~ Provides revenue op~r~u~itles for the Plant~ ~tW of San Jos~
~d i~ ~ihumw

* lndud~ l~rge parcels for future job growth,

~nvl~o~en~h

Creates over 1,200 acres of protected habitat:,

Re,establishes a connect[on between Coyote Creek and the
Bay.

Restores Artesian Slough creating new riparian habitat.

Reduces the Ote’enhouse Oas (OHO) emissions.

8oclaI:

Connects the Bay Trail and ~outh Bay trail system (over’ 10
miles ofnew trails),

Creates space for a l~glonal park with multiple ball fields.

Provides flexible space for future reereationa[ opportunities;

::’::’ ’":’: :

~o4o
C~rbon footprint is expecled ~oreduce by
approximately 2O percent over the 3&year
olannlng perlodl
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